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30 2010 

^.3TT. 896.—^ ^ 

M^) aTftrf^, 1971 (1971 ^40)^«rRr3?RT3i^ 
?Tf^' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

(2) 3Tf«^^=5TM ^ wm ^ irsRf^ 

^ ^ cFT^ (3) i( fSsrf^f^ 

3TfeTft t, ift arWm ^ 3FpfcT 

3?«l^ OT 37fv^ ^ tot Virad^if ^ 3I#T 

?T«Tr ‘HTT *htoT ^ — 

fruR 


(T8?t 

^ TgTpfhT -^\Wi 
_(3)_ 

f5n?n-^R^ 

(■^TTOT^), ^ 


(0 ( 2 ) 


2 ^’■Ml^y^-202 


^Hl4wi-203 


0^- 205 


^ 'Jp? ^iftRTTWI 
'ai- ^Yacil^O 
TO 

f^-TRlter, 

^feRTO^Urt ^ 

?Rn I 

TO ^ ^ ^ 

<i«n I 


1117 Gl/10 


(1763) 
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(1) (2) 

C3) 

5. TOP^-206 

TTf^-f^cTrj7 rJt<dl-M''SKl 


H^KI^ k 17^ 




TfftTR 7T«7l . 1 


[m U T?;-lI-8/2010-^-4-W. 1 ] 


MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S.O. 896.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 3 ofthe Public premises (Eviction of unauthorized 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (2) of 
the Table below, being Gazetted Officers of the 


Government, to be estste officers for the proposes of the 
said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and 
perform the duties imposed on the estate officer by or under 
the said act within the local limits of the jurisdiction in 
respect ofthe public premises specified in column (3) of 
the table aforsaid, namely:— 

TABLE 

0 . Designation of 
^ the Officer 

Public premises and 
and local limits of 
jurisdiction 

(\ (2) 

(3) 

1.1 Commandant-2d 1 

' CoBRA Bn 

All Lands and assets 
belonging to the Central 
Reserve Police Force at 
Vill-Karanpur, Distt- 
Baster (Jagdalpur), 
Chhatisgarh. 

2. Commandant-202 

CoBRA Bn 

All Lands and assets 
belonging to the Central 
Reserve Police Force at 
Vill Mouza-Chulapari, 
Distt-Koraput 

3, Commandant-203 

CoBRA Bn 

All Lands and assets 
belonging to the Central 
Reserve Police Force at 
Vill- Barhi, Distt- 

Hazaribagh, Jharkhand. 

4. Commandant-205 

CoBRA Bn 

All Lands and assets 
belonging to the Central 
Reserve Police Force at 
Vill- Barwadih, Distt- 
Gaya, Bihar. 


[Part 11 —Sec. 3 (ii)! 


( 1 ) ( 2 ) _ ... 

5. Commandant-206 All Lands and assets 
CoBRA Bn belonging to the Central 

Reserve Police Force at 
Vill - Chittapur, Distt- 
Bhandara, Maharashtra. 

[F. No. A. n-8/2010-DA.4-Adm.l/MHA-PF.l 111 
_ H. KAM SUANTHANG, Under Sccy. 

fvlchlilcT CTSTT 

(^nf^ 3ftT 

30 2010 

^.arr, 897.—^^ 

T«TrHT 1946 (1946 ^ "H. 25) ^ W 

trRT 5 ^ (i) ot ^ ^ 

■SraW ^ (XC) 

^ 77. 356/08/39 Htdldi 4 37^,2009 cTCT 

^ Tfe ^#7777, -^Keie fel, 

MlTZel fectl'Jl'l, 37707 "^71^377^71 ^ 

^ -q fdilW ( 377R) 7OT1 ^ PETTn 

77. 03/99 ^717^ ^ Tfen 1860 (! 860 ^ 37Mz^ 77. 

45) ^ TO 420, 468, 471,406 3^7 408 ^ 37^ ^ t, 
37^^1707 ^ %IT cl« 7 T ^ ^ 

STTTTTtt ^ 37TO 7777^ ^ 37^7 

37TO 7 T« 27 f ^ 37^ 37T7Tt7l* ^ 37=^^^ TO7 

^ ■ 7 « 7 TTO ^ 77^' ^ 37k 

fkTTTR TTPpf 3777R 71^ ^ TPfT kf TOTt % 1 

[77. 228/20/2009 17 . 11J 

37^ 77fk^ 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S.O. 897.—^In exercise of the powers con t erred by 
sub-scction (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 
1946), the Central Government with the consent ofthe 
State Government of Assam, Political (A) Department, 
Dispur vide Notification No. PLA 365/08/39 dated 4th April 
2009 hereby extents the powers and jurisdiction of the 
members ofthe Delhi Special Police Establishment to the 
whole of the State of Assam, for investigation of case 
No. 03/99 under sections 420,468,471,406 and 408 of the 
Indian Penal Code 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) registered at 
' Police Station, I'cok (Assam) relating to payment of bogus 
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money orders purported to have been issueed at Teok 
Post Office, Jorhat District, Sivasagar Postal T vision, 
Assam ^nd attempts. Abetments, and conspiracies in 
relation to or in connection with the above mentioned 
offences and any other offence/offences committed in the 
course of the same transaction or arising out of the same 
facts. 

[No. 228/20/2009-AVD-lI] 
MUKESH CHATURVEDI, Under Secy. 
31 2010 

^.3TT. 898,—'flit 

3TftrfWT, 1946 (1946 ^ 25) ^ m 

6 ^ TO 5 ^ ^-TO (1) TO TO ^ 

31^ ^ ‘dtroi 71^ TOTR, ■«JF ^ R4 | .» 

9 2009 ^ V. 20/8/200573 1 TO 

TO W# ^ TO?T ■■iiftciMI, •gt^TOT 

dlHd fH«(Kul atWm 

(1988 ^ 49) ^ afcpfri ^ 

ft 5f^TO 15-5-2006^^Ste-e^^^^TO ^Mj4d ^RrlHsId 
^ ITT wm ?T«iT fr«?T 

ftszTTOT ^ RT 

^ fT^’^ fTOR 

Rd^TTT ^ffTOT ^ fpt^ T^‘ TOft t 1 

[ft. 228/5/2006-T^^^-II] 
3?^ 

New Delhi, the 31st March, 2010 

S,0. 898.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 
1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Haryana, Home Department, vide 
Notification No. 20/8/2005-3HG-1 dated 9th April, 2009 
hereby extents the powers and jurisdiction of the members 
of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of 
the Stale of Haryana for conducting enquiries/ 
investigation of Enquiry No.5 dated 15-5-2006 Chandigarh 
under the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (Act No.49 
of 1988) against Shri Om Prakash Chautala, former Chief 
Minister, Haryana pending with State Vigilance Bureau, 
llaryanaa and attempts, abetments, and conspiracies in 
relation to or in connection with the offences mentioned 
above and any other ofrence(s) committed in the coitrse of 
the same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[NO.228/5/2006-AVD-1I] 
MUKESH CHATURVEDI, Under Secy. 


(atm^R 1%TO) 

^ aiFnR ^ iBRifwi, ^-11 

22 2010 

899.—^ ^ ^ ^ 

?Ft 'i^ 1 % Pi wi-1 

talcRN 4»I«<^«H1 -11, iftMt 477-482 

600 035 IF^ (f^^l 'IKcf 

^ ^ 371^ TtlsEil: 

1 V/m^.a^/2904/2(K)928-8-2009 TO 31Rlft^ m 

^ ^ 4 <iy 5 ^T ^ im 31 - 12-2012 ^ ^ 

■RFTtlT TOT to 2010-11 ^ 2012-13 

^5iiPt4> 3RT ^ 37PTO 

fro 1962 ^ fro 53(R> ^ Rfe? 

1961 ^TO35^*3^TO(I) 

^ frofeffem ^ ^ TIT«? HMdl ^ t : 

(^) ^^<>46 ^ ^ i?nt% 31 ^’to ^ 

^ tror ; 

(^) TORft 3T^ TO 3PRt 

aflifeprf ^ ^ ^ 

; 

(R) 31TTO 3?f#PVT ^ TO 35 ^ ^ TO (1) ^ 
W5(I1^) ^ 3TdH 31^*^ TO TOPft 
3T5RTO ^ ^ TO ^ ^ 

3T5RTO ^ Tjf ^ ^ 3TO 

gd TO 288 ^ ^ TO 

(2) ^ TITO 

TOT^nt ^ TO ^^0TTO TO ^cMirMd 

'm ariTOT 3»i^ TO arWro ^ 

TO139 ^ 'JR TO (1) ^ RTf^ 

; 

(R) 3i;jHlRn TOEft ^Nnfro 3jq?iTO ^ 94)^44 ^ 
TO TO 3flT Trqt^rof ^ rr fcidtu) 

^ RR^ 1 "TO rT RRlfTO 

RfR ^TgiTO ^731 ^ -^TTR ^ IrRR ( 3 ) 

^ 3TOR 3R^ R>M ; 

(^.) fro ^ TO 4 ir1cK 1 RRRRt ^ Wf 

31TRRR arfRfRRR R^ TO 139 ^ 3R -TO ( 1 ) ^ 
3Tt^)R 3RRRR 4lRg<H RR^ 

RRR-'RIrT 3T^ TIRTvR ^HRRR 37r3RR 
f^Hr^rteld fRR^’ RT RRR?T ^ TO fcIRtui 
TR^RiM ; 
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1 

(ii) sftr 3RR-TT^t^ Hr5l<=bl3# 1^' M 

ycbiP^id (Aoil 'slfichl^ I 

(iii) 

■^n 3r?l 3>T Pqq^'fl I 

(iv) ^ ^ ^ 

afR 4)|4*^Y ^ ^ 

i 

C^) 37mT 3n^ ^ ^ ^ 

(i) 3rT^ ^5Hpl«b ‘=hNT ^ f^TR STcTH c^oi-qe! 

va^ ^ 

(ii) 

\ 

(iii) 1^ WcT afk M 7S^ ^ 

3^. <aw-^ ("5.) 'sRrtriPoa y^bK 31^^ 

^ ^ i;m 

(iv) 3^*^ jf>Rf ^ ^ ^ "^IT '4' 

(v) 1^ ?RiT ^ 3T3RkH 1^ TO 33 ?i?if 

3JT 3T^WEf 3# t 

^ afqn Msnici ^3T3 (i)"^ 

(v)33> ^ ^ TO 139 ^ 33 TO (1) ^ 

airMt^ 1^ t3f^ 31: ^ 

3TO 373^ ■gTs?! 3nTOT 37T533 3jt 37^ 3»^ 1 

3f3f3335’^^ (i)^ (v)TO ^ ^ A'^ 

1^ ^ ?T?i ^ 3^ ^ TO ^ 3TTTOT 3^^ 

f333 5^(3) C^) ^3^Pf3 TOT ^ STT^IR 3T 33^^33 
3753^3 3?! inr t I 

[ 3TP37JTO U 1 /2009~) 0 U -TTt -TTl- n /35( 1) (ila)/2009-10 ] 

■ ■ 3 ), "Rt. yoM 37t33JT 37r333 

MIMSTRY OF FINANCE 
(Income Tax Department) 

(OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF INCOME- 
TAX, CHENNAI-II) 

Chennai, 22nd F ebruary, 2010 

S.O. 899.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the company M/s. Nissan Ashok leyland 
Technologies Ltd., Khivaraj Comples II, 4th Floor, 477-482 
Anna Salai, Nandanam, Chennai-600 035 (already granted 
recognition for its in house R & D units by the Ministry of 


Science & Technology, Government of India, New Delhi 
vide their order dated 28-8-2009 in F.No. TU-IV/RD1/2904/ 
2009 till 31 -3-2012, has been approved for the purpose of 
Clause (iia) of sub-scction (1) of Section 35 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (said Act) read with RuleSFoflhe Income-tax 
Rules, 1962 (said Rules), for the Assessment years 2010-11 
to 2012-13 in the category of‘‘other institution” engaged 
in research activities, subject to the following conditions, 
namely :— 

(a) The sums paid to the above approved company 
shall be used for scientific research ; 

(b) The applicant company shall carry on scientific 
research through its own employees using its own 
assets ; 

(c) The company approved undcrClausc (iia) of sub¬ 
section (I) of Section 35 shall maintain separate 
books of accounts in respect of the sums received 
by it for scientific research, refiecl there in the 
amount used for carrying on research, get such 
books of account audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-scction (2) of 
Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report 
of such audit duly signed and verified by such 
accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or 
the Director of Income-tax havingjurisdiclion over 
the case, by the due date of furnishing the return 
of income under sub-section (1) of Section 139 of 
the said Act ; 

(d) 'fhe approved company shall maintain a separate 
statement of donations received and amounts 
used for scientific research and a copy of such 
statement duly certified by the auditor shall 
accompany the report of audit referred to in the 
sub-rule (3). 

(e) Subsequent to the approval, the company shall, 
every year, by the due date of furnishing the return 
of income under sub-section (1) of Section 139, 
furnish a statement to the Commissioner of Income- 
tax, containing the following infonnation namely 

(i) a detailed note on the research work undertaken 
by it during the previous year; 

(ii) a summary of research articles published in 
national or international journals during the year; 

(iii) any patents or other similar rights applied for or 
registered during the year; 

(iv) programme of research projects to be undertaken 
during the forthcoming year and the financial 
allocation for such projects. 

(I) If the Commissioner of Income-tax is satisfied 
that the company. 


T’T"’ 


tiff 
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(i) is not maintaining separate books of account for 
research activities, or 

(ii) has failed to ftimish its audit report,or 

(iii) has not furnished the statement of the sums 
received and the sums used for research, or a 
statement referred to in sub-clause (e), or 

(iv) has ceased to carry on its research activities, or its 
activities are not genuine, or 

(v) is not fulfilling the conditions, subject to which 
the approval was granted to it, 

He may after making appropriate enquiries, furnish a 
report on the circumstances referred to in sub-clauses (i) 
to (v) to the jurisdictional Cheif Commissioner of Income- 
tax within six months from the date of furnishing the return 
of income under sub-section (1) of Section 139. 

The above approval may be withdrawn under Rule 
5F (2) (j), if any of the above conditions in (a) to (e) of Rule 
5f is not satisfied or on receipt of the ClT’s report as per 
Rule5F(3)(f). 

[Notification No. l/2009-10No.CC-l l/35(tXiia)/2009-I0] 
G. C. JAIN, ChiefCommissioner of Income-tax 

26 2010 

W.3TT. 900.—3TORtWT, 1962 ^frm2^T^^ 

RcFTIr 1961 (1961 ^43 ^ W\ 

10^^^ (23 4) ( vi) 

^ 2009-2010 T^’ 

frtRR 1962 ^ 2 Tfr ^ 3TF7^ 

srfRfWT, 1961 ^ RRT 10 (23 ^ 

( vi) ^ ^ ^ I 

[ U 19/2009-10 :^37T3tT/3T3?r3TT/('g.)/ 

^./l 0(23'?ft) (vi )/09-10/5832 ] 
tth. - 5 ;^ 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME TAX 

Jaipur, the 26th Mgrch, 2010 

S.O. 900.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA of the 
Income-tax Rules, 1962 the Chief Commissioner of 
Income-tax, Jaipur hereby approves “St Mira Brotherhood 


Society, Jaipur” for the purpose of said section for the 
A. Y. 2009-2010 & onwards. 

Provided that the society conforms to and complies 
with the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clause (23 C) of 
Section lOoftheIncome-tax Act, 1961 read with rule2CA 
of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[ Notification No. 19/2009-10 No. CCIT/JPR/ 
Addl.CIT(Hqrs.) 10(23CXvi)/2009-10/5832J 

B. S. DHILLION, ChiefCommissioner of Income-tax 

31 2010 

w.arr. 90i.—1962 ^frm2 

( ,961 ^ 43 ^ tfRI 

10 ^ (23 ^) Rfr ( v) ^5RIvrf^iiT cr 

^ 2009-2010 ttcT 3117) ^ ^ ‘ 

f^-'?frRTT ’' ^ ^ 

t 3u«Heh< frPTR 1962 ^ tRRR 2 "Rt ^'^8? 

■3Jrm>T srTvfrm, 1961 ^ tircr 10 (23 

■Rt) ^ '3RVRT (v) ^ ^ ^ I 

[ -^1. 20 / 2009 -10 sFRf^:^3TT31T/3T3TT3TT/ ( 13 .)/ 

^./10(23#)(v)/09-l0/l7j 
^ 331^ 

Jaipur, the 31 si March, 2010 

S.O. 901.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-clause (v) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2C of the 
Income-tax Rules, 1962 the Chief Commissioner of 
Income-tax, Jaipur hereby approves “Shree Shyam Mandir 
Committee, Khatushyamji, Distt. Sikar ” for the purpose of 
said section for the A. Y. 2009-2010 & onwards. 

Provided that the society conforms to and complies 
with the provisions of sub-clause (v) of clause (23 C) of 
section 10 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 read with rule 2C of 
the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[Notification No. 20/2009-10/No.CGIT/JPR/Addl. 

CIT(Hqrs.) IO(23C)(v)/2009-IO/17] 

B. S. DHILLION, Chief Commissioner of Income-tax 

(fqrilq f^vjnr) 

29 'RT^. 20I0 

902.—RR?itR ftRlfcT-StFITcT 3lfilfri^iq, , 9 ^ j 
( 1981 ^28) TO 5 ^^TO (2) ^73T«TRfel TO 6 
^ ^TO ( I ) (RT) 3RTO (2) TO ^ ?Tf^‘ ^ 
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TrW 1^, ^ 

^ "R. 

19-11-1953), 

^ ^ cH^ ^ ^flT 

30-11-2013 (f^ ^ arig IJlRl''^', 

Sffim f^) ^ 3TaTm 3IT^' cT^, ^ 

W^-3TFTM ^ '^’ 31^^ 

^ "4* Pi ti^ i I 

[m U 9/10/2005-3TTfl?7E-l(^3lI-I] 

■gfTETT 'SmR, Pi^W 

(Department of Financial'Serviccs) 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 902,— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) (a) and sub-section (2) of Section 6 read 
with sub-section (2) of Section 5 of The Export-Import 
Bank of India Act, 1981 (28 of 1981), the Central Government, 
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
appoints Shri. T.C.A. Ranganailian (DoB: 19-11*1953) 
presently Managing Director, $tate Bank of Bikaner & 
Jaipur as Chairman and Managing Director on the Board of 
Directors of Export-Import Bank of India, with effect from 
the dale of his taking over charge of the post and upto 
30-11-2013 (the last day of month in which he would attain 
the age of superannuation) or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F.No.9/10/2005-lF-I(B0.1)] 
_ SUMITA DAWRA, Director 

TOTTPT 

23 2010 

^.3TT. 903,—^ ^ 10-11 -2009 ^ 

^ ^ (ynl^R) 1^, 

1983 ^ fWT 7 8 ^ RfecT 1952 

( 1952 ^ 37 ) ^ ^ 5 ^ ( I ) SRI 

^ TRIFt ^ 31^ RFt, 

74,3TK9flfe^^77rR^,^jftR47^,'^^-!, 
7^ 1^ -400 709 ^ ^ i ^ ^ ^ 

%tT ^m\ 3R1^ 3TT^ ^ ^ 'srt vft i\, 

^ ^ 

[m U 809/7/2009-R^ (7ft)] 

(twr) 


MINISTRY OF INFORMATION 
AND BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 23rd March, 20! 0 

S.O. 903.--ln continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated 10-11-2009 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983, the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Smt. Alka Pandey, ‘Devika’ Row House, Plot No.74, Opp, 
Adarsh Hotel, Koper Khairame, Sec-1, Navi Mumbai- 
400 709 as a member of the Mumbai Advisoty^ Pane! of the 
Central Board of Film Certification with immediate effect 
for a period of two years or untij further orders, whichever 
is.earlier. 

[F.No.809/7/2009-F(C)] 
AMITABH KUMAR, Dircctor(i iims) 
25 RT^, 2010 

w.arr. 904 .-~t^^ ion- 2009 ‘4ft 

RHRVsqy ^ 1FR ft* W (Wm) flRR, 

1983 7 RR’ 8 3ftMftRR 1952 

(1952 ^ 37) Rft RRI 5 Rft 'SR-TO (1) ITRI KR 

4 R ■SPftR ^ 7 ^ ^ 7R3FR rdHPerifiad ^ cTr^ 

RRl^ ^ 1 ^ 4ft ^ f^ 3T«?^ 3IRft ^Tlft^ ^ 

IRft ft ^ RRFTR ^ ^ t^RlRR; 

TTcTTfIRJR md TIRTR Pi^4n ^ : 

(1) «ft RRcT, 501, 5RT cH, ft^^ tPiTM, 

fts R. 6, RfteRc#, ■fftRT-RK, 3TTy '3^71 1 

(2) Rt?RR^ Rl^ 3Rft T^, R.R. 9-4-86/262/3, 

4fR 4)Tcftft, RFTM RR7, ft?ftRHRR, f^RRT^'SOO 008 

[rtf. ft. 809/3/2009-R7F (7ft) I 
^ifRcTTR ^RR, (fRRR) 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O. 904.—In continuation of Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated 10-11 -2009 and exercise 
of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 5 of 
the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952), read with rules 7 
and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 1983, the 
Central Government is pleased to appoint the lollowing 
persons as members of the Hyderabad Advisory Panel of 
the Central Board of Film Certification with immediate 
effect for a period of two years or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier: 

(1) Smt. Madhu Rawat, 501, 5th Floor, Meghna 
Shanati Residency, RoadNo.6, West Marrcdpally, Sec-Bad, 
Andhra Pradesh. 
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(2) Mohd. Sadat Ali Khan, H. No. 9-4-86/262/3, 
Salarjung Colony, Nanai Nagar, Mehdipatnam, 
Hyderabad-500 008. 

[F.No.809/3/2009.F(C)] 
AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Films) 
Rwil, 25 ^*4, 2010 

905.—^ ^ 10-11-2009^ 

^ 3FT ?i«iT (3mm) fnm, 
1983 ^ 7 8 ^ ^ xjelfVjsi 3Tfi#Tim 1952 

(1952 ^37) ^ TO5 ^^-VRT(l) OT3n^^Tfh?mlf 
^ ^ W'hK 9^ ^ dr4> l d 

^ 2 ^ ^ ^ 3T87^ 3fR^ 30^ ^ cR> 

^ ^ ifl, imm ^ ^ 

^ ^ f=TggtT i I 

[■qJTru 809/3/2009-x^ (-^h)] 

^qR, t5f^ (fp^) 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O. 905.—In continuation of the Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated 10-11-2009 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 ofthe Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with Rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983, the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Shri Sandagalla Suresh as a member of the Hyderabad 
Advisoiy Panel of the Central Board of Film Certification 
with immediate effect for a period of two years or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F.No.809/3/2009-F(C)] 

AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Films) 

30 'RT^, 2010 

906wnqi (^ ^ 

^ imh) ^ fm, me ^ Pm, lo ^ 

(4) ^ (^^ hfyr 

^ fhHpHRad 3T#ReT 

80%^ 

1 . 

3. ^Vl 

4. 3^ 

5. 3^ ?Tf^ ^Rmhi<, 

6. 375 ^^ 


7. 3T^ 

9. ^ 

10. ^ 7h (upim) 

11 . 3T^ ?Tf^ 

12 37 ^ ^IRki ^RRt3T, I 

[^. i-l 1017/6/2010-M] 

fimmi,'Ri^TO(TT.m) 

New Delhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S.O. 906.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 
of die Official Languages (Use for Official Purposes ofthe 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 
the following offices under Directorate General of 
Doordarshan (Ministry of Information and Broadcasting), 
more than 80% of the staff whereof have acquired the 
working knowledge of Hindi :— 

1. Doordarshan Kendra, Dibrugarh 

2 Doordarshan High Power Transmitter, Nandyal 

3. Doordarshan High Power Transmitter, Baroda 

4. Doordarshan High Power Transmitter, Dwarka 

5. Doordarshan High Power Transmitter, Faizabad 

6. Doordarshan Maintenance Centre, Faizabad 

7. Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Gauri Ganj 
(Amethi) 

8. Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Sultanpur 

9. Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, 
Rai Bareilly 

10. Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Lai Ganj 
(Pratapgarh) 

11. Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Rudauli 
12 Doordarshan Low Power Transmitter, Jagdishpur 

[F.No.E-11017/6/2010-Hindi] 
__ PRIYAMVADA, Director (Q. L.) 

^7m 

(3mT%^firoFr) 

w>m) 

29Rr4,2010 

^ W,37r. 907.—^^ TR«7RT ^ 

37^) 1976 ^ Pm, 10 ^ 
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(4) ^ ^ fern Tf5im ^ 

^ R^fl 

Pi*^rbi<a^ 10 “3^ 

f^nA* 80% A ^FA^TtNf 
?H 3IT^ ^ f^PTI 3lfv^n=ld A :- 


'^®nr?w 

IT, ^aRcf) “jA, RcrfI 


56-57, 


0 ^riw 

1. Tlf^ WIR, ^ 

3TT^ W, 5dl??NK -211108 (^.TI.) 

Z (if^^ Hfcjid m«TPT, ^ <«iqT< hR«<, ^fAs- 
^TR^, ■^-381122 

3. TTf^ ^fWT, ^ 

^5^-752001 

4. Tlf^ TTf^, Ai'R- 

■^TT^n^cRfrn, 1lTRT-f^^, ^TR-680551 

5. TTf^^ ITIWT, dtelHd^ Pq^fiicn 

^^-4, AAtcA Rn7, dteH<i>-226010 (^.’51.) 


6. TTf^ Tf^ ^TWPT, TfR, 

W, ^3PT^-302018 (TfSfWR) 

7. Tll^ A^d TTWT, TRt^ Ate-fAA, 

t^-'N^nfTT^, •^Rf?RT-577139 

8. Wft Hr«H<,XIT^-wft,''te- 

wi5^ f^-’^TfrsT, 'srA^r-177108 

9. Tlf^ A^d TTWH, ARTR ’'TftTTT, i-1/62, sAu 

4>(dld1, d'd4l‘=h At AWtr-4320)6 (RTI.) 

10. Tlf^ WIH, ^.^.tAA^TT TTFf?! Pd^lMl'^, 

■gc^ T3Ta.3TTf.TnT.-q;^T.3TR. t^?JT f^[?R, 

^-400077 I 

[A. 11011 - 1 / 2010 -UmT^.} 

arRmi 'MidMR RTf^ 


IVIINISTHY OF HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 

(Department of Higher Education) 

(O. L. Division) 


New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 


S.O. 907.— In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official I .anguage (Use for Official Purposes of the 


Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 
the Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan (Deemed University), New 
Delhi Headquarter under the Ministry of Human Resource 
Development, and it following 10 Campuses, as the Offices, 
whose more than 80% members of the staff have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi:— 

I Headquarter 

1. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan (Deemed University), 

56-57, Institutional Area, Janakpuri, New 
Delhi-110058 

II Campus 

1. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Ganganath Jha 
Parisar, Chandershekhar Azed Park, 
Allahabad-211108 (U.P.) 

2. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Shri Ranvir 
Parisar, Kot-Bhalbal, Jammu-181122 

3. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Shri Sadashiv 
Parisar, Puri, Orissa-752001 

4. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Guruvayur 
Parisar, Post-Puranatukkra, District Chittoor, 
Kerala-680551 

5. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Lucknow 
Parisar, Vishal Khand-4, Gomti Nagar, 
l.ucknow-226010(U.P.) 

6 . Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Jaipur Parisar, 
Triveni Nagar, Gopalpura Byepass, 
Jaipur-302018 (Rajasthan) 

7. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Rajiv Gandhi 
Parisar, Post-Shringeri, Distt-Chikmangloore, 
Karnataka 

f 

^8. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Garli Parisar, 
, Gram-Garli, Post-Paragpur, Distt-Kangra, 
Himachal Pradesh-177108 

9. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, Bhopal Parisar, 
E-7/62, Arera Colony, Near Sain Board, Bhopal 
432016 (M.P.) 

10. Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, K.J. Somayya 
Sanskrit Vidyapeeth Mumbai Parisar, S.I.M.S.R. 
Buliding, Vidya Vihar, Mumbai-400077 
(Maharastra). 

[No.llOll-l/2010-O.LU.l 
DR. ANITA BHATNAGAR JAIN, Ji. Secy. 


' T. T' 






nr 



V 




«i M*' 


[^II—3(ii)] _ 10,2010/^ 20 J932 !77] 

'3H><|ckh 73TU sflr tii4'aiPich I^rt<ui '<T^T^f2T 

^TRtfhl ^Hc|) 

^ Rcinl, 25 2010 

^.31T. 908.-«fRrft^'RT^^f^, 1987 7 ( ] ) ^ ^ (7^) ^ 

t % 1^ ^ ^ 3T3^ ^ t sftr ^ f 3flT wm Mi : 

_ _ 

^TO ^ TTsm wr ii, ^ fii^uD 

(ii)-^‘^.SIT. 

W3^ 3Tk y«+)irvici 


(0 ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 


1 

1667:1981 

^.37T. TRs^T -4242 

: 8-12-1984 

3rrfT[^5R 1008 :2004 

<61*145 <^H<1 -fgf^ 

^iPd^rMcf 

2 

^ 7464:1988 

irTtTT ofi^ Tf^ ^ 

^.3TT. ^R^ -1552 

: 2-6-1990 

^ T^?l 7463 : 2004 

Tfl ^ .wi- f^rf?lf^ 

3 

^ 7999:1998/3TTf 1^?T 3^ 

5494;] 978 f^?^inJT-'3W^Tj]_ 

Pldl^ 

(W^ 

^.3|T. ^FR^-1743 
%f»T: 5-9-1998 

3nf sft ^R«h 

4 

8574;1977 
sfiTTT^^Tcn 

^.3TT.^f^-2118 
fM«l :9-8-I980 

3TTfT3rH9629 : 2004 

HW 3T1HI, 

^=n>?i'>T) ^ sro 

3irdsbrMd 

5 

37Tf 8806 :1978 ^ 

fsitvifM 

^.311, IT^ -2586 

: 19-7-1986 

3TTf ^ 1008 :2004 

(W^ ^4^) ^ ^ 

6 

3Tr^T^^T 9194:1979 
"Sf^ ^ a^HHl 

3322 

:3-'?-19g2 

snf 1^7463 : 20C4 

^sfm % ^ 3?S3 ■ 

(^i^TU ^5ptt^3*T) ^ ^13^1 
SifnshlHci 

7 

31Tf T^?n 0524:1982/3TT^3ft 

3983:1977 3HR 3ik mm 

■4^1^H)eRch -m 

^.3TT. wn -3668 

:28-10-1986 

3TfJ 1^53 3fl 

^ ‘Nl ^ 




1117GI/10—2 
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( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


0 \ 


[Pari II Shc. 3(ii)] 
(4) 


10834:1984 


^.an. -0135 

: 17-1-1987 


5n^TT?7 9629:2004 

3TR], ^ 

afk IT^’ =01 ^ 

- 

^ TRi 

arteRro 


-—■ . vTi '-^n•• i 28 J 

HTf, ^ 31^ ( 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

so 908 .-In pursuance ofclause(b) of sub-rule (l)ofRule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Slandards Rules. 1987 it is 
hereby notifies the Indian Standards, particulars of which are mentioned in the Schedule given hereafter, have been 
cancelled and stand withdrawn; 

SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 


No. & Year of the Indian 
Standard Cancelled 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


IS 1667:1981 Specification 
for toffees (Second Revision) 


IS 7464:1988 Wheat flour (maida 
for use in bread industry- Specification 
(First Revision) 


ior 


IS 7999:19 880 SO 5494;! 978 Sensory 
analysis-Apparaius—Tasting glass 
liquid products (First Revision) 

IS 8574:1988 Specification for rnal/e 
suzl or rava (Semolina) 


IS 8806; 1988 Specification for na 
goods confectionery (dragees) 


S.No. & Date published 
in the Gazette of India 

Part 11, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii) 

Remarks 

(3) 

(4) 

S.O.No,4242 

Superseded by aeJ 

Dated: 8-12-1984 

amalgamated with IS 
1008:2004 Sugar bm led 
confectionery- Specillcalion 
(Second Revision) 

S.O. No. 151^2 

Superseded by and 

Dated : 2-6-1990 

amalgamated with IS 
7463:2004 Wheat Hour for 
use in bakery industry 
Specification (Seeond 
Revision) 

S.O.No. 1743 

Adopted ISO standard 

Dated; 5-9-1900 

has been withdrawn 

S.O.No. 2118 

Superseded by and 

Dated; 9-8-1980 

amalgamated with IS 
9629:2004 Mai/.c alia, maize 
maida, maize su/i- 
Spccitlcation (1 irsl 
Revision) 

S.O. No. 2586 

Superseded by and 

Dated: 19-7-1986 

amalgamated with IS 
1008:2004 Sugar boiled 
confectionery- Speedicatioi 
(Second Revision) 
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6 


7 


8 


IS 9] 94 : 1979 Specification for Wheat 

Hour for use in cake 

industry 


IS 10524:1982/1S03983:1977 
Colorimetric determination of alpha- 
amylase activity in cereals 
and cereal products 

IS 10834 :1984 Specification for 
maize maida 


S.O.No. 2322 
Dated 3-7-1982 


S.O.No. 3668 
Dated; 25-10-1986 


S.O, No. 0135 
Dated: 17-1-1987 


S.C KIIOSLA, 5 


Superseded by and 
amalgamated with iS 
7463:2004 ‘Wheat flour use in 
bakery industry—Specification 
(Second Revision) 

Adopted ISO standard 
has been withdrawn 


Superseded by and 
amalgamated with IS 
9629:2004 Maize atta, maize 
maida, maize suzi- 
Specificalion (First 
Revision) 

[Ref: l•AD/G-128! 
ientist F ^ ! lead (Food & A^r' ) 


5 201(? 

909.—HMch f^T^, 1987 7 ^1-7 (^) ^ 3T^'^<ui -q 

q. '^MfqcT qRcflq qpr^ IFT^ 

3Tk 


fMq 


^12__ (2) _(3)""... ”■ (4) 

1 4246:2002 Wl^q q. 2, | 3?% 2010 

3tto2009 

(qfqqf ^^) 

^ yRtqi HM=h qiqqr qqq, 9, W qpf^ 10002, ; 

w ^mirr qn^fd^iT: '[prr^, 

qnqr, q ^qc^ f i 

:TnT.i^/qit-2:l J 

fq. 'qqr'(fq^ HlPH^rO l) 

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.O. 909.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)ofRuIc 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987 the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which arc given in 


the Schedule hereto annexed has been issued: 

SCUKDULE 


Sl.No. 

No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards 

No. and Year of the 
amendment 

Date from which the 

amendment shall have 

effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) ^ 

(4) 

1 

IS 4246:2002 Domestic gas stoves 
for use with liquefied petroleum 
gases—Specification (Fifth Revision) 

Amendment No. 2 

August 2009 

1 April 2010 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai. Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmcdabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahali, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur. Nagpur, 

Patna, Pune, rhimvananthapuram. 

fRef:Ml-D/G-2:I{ 

C. K, VPDA, Sc.-F & Head (Mechanical Engineering) 


^1^,5 37^,2010 

910 .— 0 ) ^ 37 ^ 777 ^ 4 

_____ 

T87lfq?T HM<=F ^ 37rcl^rHa FTT^Tc! 

37k 37®7^ ''7^;, 

^ ^ ^ 777 ^ 3^7 ^ 


(0 ( 2 ) __ 

■'1 .“ 37Tfl^^ 278:2009 371^1177 278:1978 ^ 

^TFqm ^ cTK 'dwit’d TFTTcT ^ ^ 

(cfhTTTT 


(4) 

1 37^, 2010 


^ W iTPf, ^^f^-110002, ^7-(ilTOm : 

37^H<NK,^^, 'OTW, 

•^7^, ■=TPT^, dSTT t I 

:Trq.i:§Vql-2:l] 




New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.o. 9t0.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, ' v87 the 
Bureau'of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards particulars of which are given in ih-'>,chcdulc 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each 

SCHKDULE 


SI. No. No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards Established 


No. and Year of Indi.i:: Date of Establishnicie 

Standards, if any, Suifcr- 
seded by the New Iraiian 
Standard 


(1) (2) ___... w) 

I 15278:2009 Specification for IS 278:1978 Specification for 1st April, 2010 

Galvanized steel barbed wire for Galvanized steel barbed wire 

fencing (Fourth Revision) for fencing (Third Revision) 


Copy of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan. 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbm < d al;,i> Branch 
Offices: Ahmcdabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipui. K.c.pur, Nagpur, 

Patna, Pune, 'Fhiruvananthapuram. 

[Rcf:MED/G-2:l| 

C. K. VIDA, Sc-F & Head (Mechanical luigincering) 


i IMIII > I I .. ■-PWf.* 




I 
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aih* gi<j>[d4> % mrm 

^1^,29 2010 


911.— ^ 

^ ^ ^ 3qf%T^ ^ 3T^) srWm, 

1962 (1962 ^ 50) ^ tiHT 3 ^ (1) ^ 3fll#T 

WcT ^ 7R^. <TI^ 28-11-2009 ^ ^ 

m 3219, 23-11-2009 m 

c1lcl=hl-'>3T^, f^-'^FTfelR, TI^-chdkcH 


^ ^nieft ^ ^ 


^ ^ 3TfKr^ 3T^ ^ ^ ^ 




aflT ^9f?r 7R99 ?!Rh3 29-12-2009 

9PTm ^ ^ ^ Tf| 

3^ 7T^ ^ W 3Tf#m ^ TO 6 ^ 

Tq-TO (I ) ^ ^FRTO ^ 1^ i^i; 

3lk ^ 1^ 9FR^ ^ 

9?^ ^ ^TO W f % ^ 3Tf^I^359T ^39TO 

3T3^ 4 ^ ^ 3lfTOR 3Tf^ 1 tot 

^snri; 


3T9:, 3T9, mro ^ StMto ^ TO 6 ^ 
^-TO (1 ) TO ^ VlR^^T ^ ¥9W ^ iftW 

TOcft ^ 1^ ^ %9; 3Tf^^JTO ^ 39TO 

>3?^^ ■^‘ ^ ^3^pih # 3TfTOR ^ 3?^ f^ 

9 TT?TT ^ I 


3flT TT^TO 3lftrlTOT TO 6 ^ ^- 
TO (4) TO 99tT Vin=kl9t’ ^ ^ t 

i^ ^ ^ 39% 9R 3TfTOR WTO '^' f%?l % 

^ TO9 ^fe99 31T9^ ^99ft?H M9%, % % f%TOf 

^ ^ %R 999?T9 9ft ^ crf% ^ f¥l^ %T I 

cilQ3,<t)l -Hlc;l< r^cll-cbldK TF?9-9Rfe9> 


TO 99 TO V/ %9^ 

39-WJ^77. TO %%9 

(0 (2) (3) (4) (5) 


TO^TTO^ 30/80 
30/P 
79 
58/1 
I6/P-I7 
32 


00 

26 

10 

00 

12 

96 

00 

m 

80 

00 

17 

61 

00 

12 

60 

00 

13 

50 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

f^TOTdl 

38 

00 

05 

04 


155 

00 

03 

00 


155/P-37 

00 

10 

80 


155(233) 

00 

03 

42 


155/P-3 

00 

25 

56 

, 

155/P-58 

00 

01 

80 


155/P 

00 

09 

72 


155/P-ll 

00 

23 

40 


155/P-13 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-15 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-14 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-64 

00 

03 

96 


155/P-12 

00 

06 

12 


155/P-36 

00 

10 

80 


I55/P-88 

00 

19 

26 


155/P-74 

00 

40 

86 


155/P-95 

00 

07 

20 


49 

00 

01 

50 

9TO%^ 

9 

00 

01 

80 


23 

00 

19 

08 

■3TO>%^ 

15/11 

00 

10 

44 

lTO99fTORT 

34 

00 

03 

00 


51 

00 

00 

75 


158 

00 

08 

28 

9r%f% 

85 

00 

10 

80 


I 

00 

06 

84 


20/1 

00 

09 

90 


69/P-15 

00 

27 

64 


69/P-16 

00 

32 

01 


77/2 

00 

11 

16 

fdOI^O 

52/1 

00 

16 

74 


103 

00 

05 

40 


104 

00 

09 

. 72 

^Kl^Prd 

32 

00 

03 

6) 

■RTfeTOT 

152 

00 

01 

50 


154/2 

00 

01 

00 


157 

00 

01 

(XJ 


170 

00 

01 

32 


166/1 

00 

01 

80 




1776 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:APRIL 10, 20I0/CHAITRA20, 1932 [Part II - Six. 3(ii)| 

Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


186 

00 

12 

60 


180 

00 

02 

00 


192 

00 

02 

00 


155/2 

00 

05 

40 


156 

00 

01 

44 


65/1 

00 

20 

70 


62/2 

00 

13 

50 


62/1 

00 

04 

32 


126/6 

00 

08 

10 


45 

00 

10 

80 







81/6 

00 

13 

32 


100/2 

00 

09 

72 


129 

00 

21 

60 


[mu 3317 

-2501 

i/8/2008-3^^Mj 







MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.o. 911,—Whereas by the notificaiion of the 
Government of India, Ministry of Pciroieum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3219, dated 23-11-2009 under sub-section (I) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Lajvi) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962) the Central Government dedrued its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule 
relating to Taluka: Malur, District; Kolar, State: Karnataka 
annexed to that notification for the purpose of laying 
pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Product from 
Refinery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali 
to Devangulhi Terminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited, 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government. 

And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the Schedule appended to this 
notification should be acquired. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the Schedule annexed to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 


lands shall instead of vesting in the Centra! Govcrnnieni, 
vests from the date of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 

Taluka: Malur District: Kolar State ; KarnataKa 


Name of 

Survey 


Area 


the Village 

No. Sub- 
Division 

No. 

Hectare 

Are SCi 

|, Mir. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Karadagurki 

30/80 

00 

26 

10 


30/P 

(JO 

12 

% 


79 

a) 

04 

80 

Karangutla 

58/1 

00 

17 

61 


] 6/1' - 17 

00 

12 

a) 


32 

00 

13 

X) 

Nidaramangaia 

•^iT' 

no 

05 

i'A 


155 

00 

03 

iO 


155/PA7 

00 

10 

m 


135(233) 

a) 

03 

I2 


! ^5.'P- 3 

(X) 

25 

56 


i55/P-58 

00 

0! 

8(5 


155/P 

00 

(f) 

72 


155/P-11 

00 

23 



15S/P-13 

00 

06 

12 


155/T-15 

00 

OC) 

I2 

Nidaramangala 

155/P-14 

00 

06 

i2 


! 55/1^-64 

00 

03 

% 


1^5T-12 

00 

OT) 

12 


155/P-36 

00 

to 

80 


15.5P-88 

00 

19 

26 


155/P-74 

00 

40 

86 


155./P-95 

00 

07 

20 


49 

00 

01 

50 

Kadasonna- 

9 

00 

01 

80 

haili 


23 

00 

19 

08 

Puramakana- 

15/1! 

00 

10 

Tl 

halli 

Chikkashivara 

34 

00 

03 

00 

Doddaka- 

dathuru 

5! 

00 

00 

75 




V 


lam- M-'-D 


Wli: ^ l|lf«it I 


tll« Ifftlif rtf 1 


>:• lU # 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


158 

00 

08 

28 

Nachohalli 

85 

00 

10 80 


1 

00 

06 

84 


20/1 

00 

09 

90 


69/P-15 

00 

27 

54 


69/P-16 

00 

32 

01 


77/2 

00 

11 

tl6 

Lingapura 

52/1 

00 

16 

74 


103 

00 

05 

40 


104 

00 

09 

72 

Harohalli 

32 

00 

03 

60 

Madivala 

152 

00 

07 

50 


154/2 

00 

01 

00 


157 

00 

01 

00 


170 

00 

m 

32 


166/1 

00 

01 

80 


186 

00 

12 

60 


180 

00 

02 

00 


192 

00 

02 

00 


155/2 

00 

05 

40 


156 

00 

01 

44 


65/1 

00 

20 

70 


62/2 

00 

13 

50 


62/1 

00 

01 

32 


126/6 

00 

08 

10 

Uanumanaya- 

kanahalli 

45 

00 

10 

80 

Yeshavan- 

thapura 

81/6 

00 

13 

32 


100/2 

00 

09 

72 


129 

00 

21 

60 


[F.No,R-25011/8/2008-OR-I] 
B.K.DATTA, Under Secy. 

^1%^, 29'RT^, 2010 

912,-47 

WWT (4^ WfW 4 3TfTO7 ^ 3T%) 3 TMwt 
1962 (1962 ^ 50) 4 W 3 4 Tq-miT (1)4 3T#T 
^7R?f 4 TR^, cTRtl^ 28-11-2009 

4 47 yi«^rdd^ % 4t 4%^;^ 

^.3TT. TOqr 3220 %% 23-11 -2009 OT ^ ^ 


31^7J4 f^-4cTR, 

■ 4 * 44 4ilRiqH MHidl 4t IHtIhtI 4 

QdlRd-MM '^ic^Kl 4 44414/ 
3iFrH WT%H 44 OT wf^rn^ ^ 

■ar43FT 4 14/ 4 4 %tt ^ 3t4t ^ 4 3t4 

3Tm 414w 41 4; 

%^7Rm 34^773^ 41 i4T44fe 29 - 12-2009 
4141 4 4; 

34[ 77^ 4%41 ^ 3Tf44m 41 ^ 6 41 

(1)4 3tM4 444 7T7TO 41 Ml ^ 4 i; 

4k 444 TRTO k 144 ^ 14^ ^ 4 
^7?^ TTqr^ 4 W t 14 ^ 37kT7pRT 4 H^TTO 
37^7 j 4 k 4k kf wiki ^ st^rtr 4% 14^ 

37c7:, 37^, 44k7 77<“cbK 4447^ 41 ^RT 6 41 

(Dot K7T 4474' ^ %kf ^ ^^^^ krw 
otH 114 14% 414/ ^ 3Tk77j^ k 39^4 

37f^j4 k fqr-lR^ ■)Jk k ^t74tt 4 37to^K ^ 3 t47 14?t? 

^Idl ; 

3ft7 441 *4 7RTO 37f4w7 41 OT 6 41 
^-OT (4) OT ^ ^Tl4r4 ^ wm 
4f1114 "3^ ^ k wTkr ^ 37 ^ 7 ^ 444 k 
Idled M 4 ^FOT ^'Cs-Hd 37P7^ ■+ml1vH 141kt^ 44 k 
774 1 %ot 4 k %R y'cbiVH 41 ^ %% k 14% 

%TT I 


dl^-'g^TOT^ 1%TT-4km 71^- chHlgi<^ 


OT ^ ^ 

77^^77/ 

k. 

%%7 

kd9)c4 

17 ^ 

M kkR 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

^TOPfOTlI^ 20/3C 

00 

17 

48 

WTT^ 

34 

00 

04 

30 


35 

00 

05 

30 


43 

00 

01 

00 

4%i 





77FTl^l%rT 

60/1M0 

00 

06 

68 

yrsichipHi 

68 

00 

09 

00 


82 

00 

10 

44 







74 

00 

05 

56 


32 

00 

03 

16 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


117/2 

a) 

02 

00 


57/P 

00 

00 

77 


62 

00 

10 

26 


132 

00 

07 

90 


63/3 

OTi 

18 

• 27 


60/P-2 

00 

07 

20 


106 

00 

19 

80 


62 

00 

10 

26 


259/3 

a) 

03 

02 


34/9 

(O 

13 

50 


128/4 

00 

13 

02 


I32/2P-2 

00 

02 

70 


34 

00 

03 

44 


31/4 

00 

02 

45 


48/2 

00 

13 

32 


[^. U ^-2501 1/8/2008-^3TR-I] 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 
S.O. 912.—Whereas by the notification of the 
Oovernmcnl of India. Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3220 dated 23> 11 -2009 under sub-section (I) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right'of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the schedule 
relating to faluka Mulbagal, District : Kolar, State ; 
Karnataka annexed to that notification for the purpose of 
laying pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Product 
from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
Manali to Devanaguthi Temiinal, Bengaluru, by the Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazxlle 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification should be acquired. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act. The Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the schedule annexed to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 
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And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act. 'fhe Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vests from the date of publication of this declaration in 
the Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

SCIIEDULK 

Taluka : Mulbagal District: Kolar State : Karnataka 


Name of 
the Village 

Survey 

No. Sub- 
Division 
No. 

Hectare 

Area 

Arc 

Sq. mtr. 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Kasuvugana- 

20/3C 

00 

17 

48 

halli 

Mylapura 

:>4 

00 

04 

30 


35 

00 

05 

30 

Puliobare- 

43 

00 

m 

(K) 

ddyhalli 

Sangona- 

60/P40 

00 

06 

68 

dahalli 

Padakasti 

68 

00 

09 

00 

Kurubaracha- 

82 

00 

10 

44 

dumanahalli 


74 

00 

05 

56 


32 

00 

03 

16 

Channapura 

117/2 

00 

02 

a) 


57/P 

00 

00 

77 


62 

00 

10 

26 


132 

00 

07 

90 

Yadahalli 

63/3 

00 

18 

27 


6()/P-2 

00 

07 

20 


106 

00 

19 

80 


62 

00 

10 

26 

Urukuntemitluru 259/3 

m 

03 

02 


34/9 

00 

13 

50 

Minijenahalli 

128/4 

00 

!3 

02 


132/2P-2 

00 

02 

70 


34 

00 

03 

41 


31/4 

00 

02 

45 


48/2 

00 

13 

32 


[F.NO.R-25011/8/2008-OR-I1 
B.K.DATTA, Under Secy. 




.1 l«f| M|f M I, 


.1 infWM'HNi 
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29 W^, 2010 

^.3^T. 913.— 

WfHT^ ( ^ ^ ^ ^ 3T^) 3tMwt 

1962 (1962 ^ 50) ^ 3 ¥1 ^-m (I) ^ 3T#T 

m?T ^ TTSnr^, cTRt^ 28-11-2009 ’SRnf^ 'TOT 
■TOFR ^elPd^H ^ yif Pd^h ^ Tf^ldq ^ 3Tf^n^ 
^.3n. 3221 cTTfe 23-11-2009 

3T5^ dl<4cb|-«riK()<d, f^-'^fl^, 

4 ^ ^iPd^H iPTf^ ^ ^ 

^ ^IPd^M ■3cqf^’ -% ^rRiigd ^ 
3it^ ^rrqR?H yi^Mdi^d ^ 

3J#3R -1%^ ^ 37f^lTO ^ ^ 3T^ 

aiT?FT ^ mInuii dpfl «f|-. 

alk ^ TTsm 3Tr%T535^TT ^ 3Tf^’ ^TRR^ 29-12-2009 

^ ^ ^ ttI aft; 

3^R TnP'md ^ ^3^ sTfirfTTO ^ rnn 6 

Tq-^TO (1 ) ■^ 3T#T ^ ^ ^ i; 

^ ^ -qR ^ ^ 

^ ^ TOT t 1^ w ^rf'q^TOT TOT^ 

3T5^ 1¥qf^ 'jfR 4’ TO^q ^ 3 tPto?r 3t 1^ fen 


3TcT:, 3T^, W7R ^?TfTOH ^ 'TO 6 ^ 

TO-'TO ( I ) TOT '?TfeRTf ^ toW ^ ^felT 

i WTcTOT fel^ ^ fer ^ aiPv^jTOT 3Hld4 
333^j;^ T^‘ ferf^ ■^’ totVi ^ stPtojr ^ 3fe fen 
'JlIcK ■§■ I 


3fk ^<=hK TO^T 3#TfeR ^TO 6 ^ 

(4) m TOT VlPdd^lT ^ ifef ^ ^ ^ Rl% ^ t % 
'3pT 4 ^TOtq ^ srfTOJR ^fer rtotr 4 ^ 

tftro 3^fe ^TiRferr %fq^ %4 ■ 4 - 

^ Bfe TOn?R ^ ^. ctt 4^ 4 frfe 4 Wt i 


cTT^^- 4 to 43 ffeTT-=h)d« XlTO-’^Rfer 


ni4 ^ -iiH 

Tr4^4/ 





4, 


TO 

Nbri 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

^TTOT^fer 

66 

00 

li 

70 


3 

00 

m 

32 


41/11 

00 

01 

46 


73 

00 

01 

50 


43 

00 

06 

66 


59/4-2 

00 

05 

91 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

’TOT^fer 

57/2 

00 

12 

06 


75/1 

00 

06 

66 

TOT^rrgfeT 

56/2 

00 

06 

66 


26/8 

00 

09 

00 


131/4-91 

00 

13 

m 


131/4-78 

00 

10 

00 


131/4-71 

00 

09 

54 


25/1 

00 

15 

30 

SrfeFTTl^ 

100 

00 

14 

40 

3T4^i4fen- 

62a 

00 

08 

10 







72/41-1 

00 

40 

50 


134/1 

i:c 

0! 

10 


20 

00 

28 

62 


l^. 4. aqR-25011/8/2008-41^-1] 
4t, 4. TOT, 3 TqR RTfro 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 


S.O, 913. —Whereas by the notification of the 
Government of India, Ministry' of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3221 dated 23-11 -2009 under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right x)f User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 
1962) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the schedule 
relating to Taluka Bangarpet, District : Kolar, State : 
Karnataka annexed to that notification for the purpose of 
laying pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Product 
from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
Manali to Devanguthi Terminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is .satisfied that right of user in 
the land sperified in the Schedule appended to this 
no'iuvrttion ?^houid be aeqaired. 

Now ihcrcKjre, m exei'cise of the powers conier^d 
by ^rb-^ovuon ( I) ftf Section 6 of the said Act The 
<bovcmn;eni hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the schedule Annexed to this noUfiegfio;? 

is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, The Centra! 
Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vests from the date ofpublication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 


1117GI/10—3 
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SCHEDULE 

Taluka: Bangarpct District: Kolar State : Karnataka 

Name of Survey..- 

the Village No./Sub- Hectare Are Sq.mtr. 
Division 
No. 



(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


Vadandahalli 

66 

00 

1! 

70 


j 

a) 

04 

32 

Kamandahalli 

41/11 

(X) 

01 

46 


73 

00 

01 

50 


43 

00 

06 

66 


59/P-2 

00 

05 


Mavahalli 

5112 

00 

12 

06 


75/1 

a) 

06 

(6 

Nayakarahalli 

56/2 

00 

06 

66 


26/8 

00 

09 

00 

Vatrakunic 

131/P-9i 

a) 

!3 

m 


131/P-78 

(Xt 

10 

00 


131/P-71 

00 

09 

M 

Bavarahalli 

25/1 

(X) 

15 

30 

Aniganahalli 

100 

m 

14 

40 

Akshanthara- 

Goliahalii 

62/2 

00 

08 

10 

Mugalabclc 

72/P-l 

00 

40 

50 


134/1 

00 

01 

10 


20 

Gi 

28 

62 



[F.No. H- 

-25011/8/2008-OR-I] 


B.K DATFA, Under Secy. 


^1^,29^.2010 


■^.311. 914.-^ IsiH^ 

(<1^ ^ ^ 

1962 (1962 ^ 50) ^ 3 (l) ^ 

"iT^, TOl ^ 28-1 U-2009 '^3120 


-^xsn. 3222 clTOT 23-n -2009 ^ 

cTT^-^HHR, f^On-^R, R 

^ ^mTtVfd 


zf^RRT, ^ -S RfT^ ^ %0. 

ewn ^ '-r. 329^ STT?! ^ 

TTpspni ■'"T!: 


3212 37f^32JJ^ ^ Mld^ rTlfll^ 29-12-iV)09 

T5PTm ^ ^ 

3fl2 22^ ^RRtRI "3^ 3#tPl'4R ^ ^221 (3 'ifi 
( 1 ) "13 32#f 222^ ^ rtM'T2 ^ ^ 

3k ^^3 R ^?=I2 ^ ^ 1^ 

^ EIRIRT^ ?i RRt t ^ 3Tlki:i2RI 22 
sTffpft kfdtk^i -q' OTkr ^ 32ff2qq2 aikio 

m:,^. etcto ^ 3TMqqq qri 6 >20 
(I) Trfeqf 'spki '^Td 

^ t WT^-^ ^ fer w ^ 

37^qkfTtk? ajftiq wrm^ 33fWT^ 

^ t 1 

3k 222^ ^ 32fkW2 ^Tl RI21 6 ^ '39’212] 

(4) OT ^ ^ikrTRt -99 iq ^ tot 

- 3 ^ <v^ ■^’ 99 3#2<+>R '=h'5tk 2T2^)T2 9 kftl t 

-Sf^ 3kl2n ■'-29tkH 'R 2291 

7^ qfr f2l enka ^ 1qk2T #iT 1 

RIcp9-trRR fen-tlcnK 2F9-RRT2R^ 


RT^ RR RTR 

tTc?RR22/ 





:5R-2sf^ 2T. 


TPT7 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

STOT^ 

1 59/2 

00 

15 

a) 

22rq22TT>f^ 






167/1 

00 

0^) 

(X) 


K6:! 

00 

03 

24 


78 

00 

02 

24 


85 

00 

15 

(6 


.34/5 

a) 

03 

iO 


[RP. k 33R-250: 

11/8/2008 

'STl'RR ! 1 


k. 9rfT, 3T92 -Rfefq 

New Delhi, the 29lh March, 2010 

S.O. 914. - Whereas by the notilicaiion ot the 
Government of India, Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3222 dated 23-11-2009 under sub-section ( i) of 
Section 3 of ilic Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Hight of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 ot 
1962) the Ccntiai Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the schedule 
relating to Taluka ; Kolar, District; Kolar, Slate : Karnataka 
annexed 10 that notification for the purpose ol laying 
pipeline for the n ansportalion of Petroleum Product Irom 


M - 


Ml.i... i|i|llll I t ;. V" ■< 141 p I'll 




UPtii 







1 3(ji)] 


:3T^ iO,2Gi()/^'^-20, 1932 




Rcnnery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali 
10 Devanguthi lerminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian Oil 
Coiporation l.-imitcd. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29<I2-2(X?9. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-scciK)n (}) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to fhe Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government after 
con.^idcfing the said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notitkation should be acquired. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the said Act. rhe Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the schedule annexed to this nolificaiion 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And further, In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, The Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vests from the dale of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Coiporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 

Taluka: Kolar District: Kolar Stale : Karnataka 


Name of 
the Village 

Survey 

No./Sub- 

Division 

No. 


Area 


Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mtr. 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Agraharasomar- 

159/2 

00 

15 

00 

asanahalli 






167/1 

00 

09 

00 

MiUamalahalli 

86/1 

00 

03 

24 


78 

00 

02 

34 


85 

00 

15 

66 


34/5 

00 

03 

10 


[F.No. R-250I1/8/2008-OR-I] 
B.K. DATTA, Under Secy. 
29 W^, 2010 

915 .—^ 

^ ^r#T) 3Tfr^fW1, 

1962 (1962 ^ 50) ^ VRT 3 ^ ^--«TRT (i) ^ 

^ UWTH, f!Rh§ 28-11-2009 y+lf^ld 


^ sfk ^ ^ stTw- ai 

3223 23-11 -2009 ^ C 

xf fPrfrrfr^. xpfpfr W, 

fr%T7T ^ W- 

Tft^ frfo; 3ff^T^ ^TqlTvr^ ^ tno 

^ frpr ^WT ^ 3TfrTFR 4^1 

31^ "4^ ^ 3PR 3iT?17? ^ #qT7TT pfr jfr; 

3]:2 -3^ STfrfqsaAl ^ 'qfrPTf frRM 29- ;2 2u09 
^TTcTf ^ ^ 5^; 

3fR 5^^ -gifWIt ^ -4^. n 

Ttf-’ma (! 1 ^ ^ ^ t; 

31K T( 43 4 4^ 

'W^c. TiqmR \f] t frf ^ 4 

375^41 A fbipifiP,;: ff -pT??Pi gvi a1%i k.m 


aiq;, 374, 43^4 44 3 ; b 44 

■3T-4H! ( 1) SRI 444 44 44PT 4R4 IR A,. 4iW mI 

4R?ft t frl-- ^ ^ ^ 3TfRiJ44T V 

3340;^ "3 ^ R 44414 ^ 3^4443 44 3h'‘ 44 pir-'-n 

4 TTm t i 


37R iRTEFiR 344 3Tf4t44R 4ft TO 6 44 14 

TO (4) TO ^rfrori 44 44frT 444 44 TO t 

f4144 ^4 14414 44 3TfTOR 4T447 4 Pfel TO 

^ 4414 TO2RT 31T44T 44#^ TO TOvRIAl 

^ ^ Tor 44RT4 4fr ^ 4TTO pT%4 ivj\ I 

4Tg44-TO441 iTO7-4TOR TO -4 4^4 


4f4 41 TO RT/ TOtoT 

14-7§TJ^ R. TOTO TO ^ 


(0 (2) (3) (.1) (5) 


TOiTO 36 
Kt 

38/2 

79/1 

56/4 

44/5 

44/4 

44/3 

79 

38/1 

37 


00 

13 

14 

'00 

16 

% 

00 

17 

10 

a) 

03 

60 

00 

06 

66 

00 

05 

76 

00 

05 

40 

.00 

05 

76 

00 

24 

30 

00 

08 

46 

00 

71 

18 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


98 

00 

18 

00 







32/2 

00 

06 

30 


23/4 

00 

05 

76 


23/3 

00 

03 

% 


85/it 

00 

83 

CO 


6/2 

00 

13 

50 


6/3 

00 

12 

06 


40/1 

00 

34 

20 


59 

00 

11 

30 


63 

00 

46 

80 


20 

00 

21 

06 







21/2 

00 

21 

60 


21/1 

00 

16 

38 


23 

00 

09 

00 


24 

00 

40 

22 


25 

00 

32 

22 


26 

00 

05 

76 


27 

00 

18 

54 


134 

00 

16 

74 


58/it-18 

00 

08 

30 


[m Tl. 3TR-250! 1/8/2008-3^3^K-!] 


New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

915 .—Whereas by the notification of the 
Government of India. Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas. S.O. 3223 dated 23-11 -2009 under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 ol 
1962) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the schedule 
relating to 3'aluka Hoskote, District: Bengaluru Rural, Slate; 
Karnataka annexed to that notification for the purpose of 
laying pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Product 
from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum Corporation Liinited, 
Manali to Devanguthi Terminal, Bengaluru, by the Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette 
Notification were made available to the general public on 
29-12-2009. 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted 
report to the Central Government; 
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And whereas, the Central Government after 
considering the said report is satisfied that right of user in 
the land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification should be acquired. 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act. flic Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
land specified in the schedule annexed to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline. 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 ol the said Act. I lie Ccnlial 
Government hereby directs that the right of usci m the said 
lands shall instead of vesting in the Central Government, 
vests from the date of publication of this declaration in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited free from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 


Taluka: Hosakole District: Bangalore Rural, Stale; Kanialaka 


Name of Survey 

the Village No./Sub- 

Division 
No. 

Hectare 

Area 

Arc 

Sq. mir. 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Bommanabonde 36 

00 

13 

14 

84 

00 

16 

56 

38/2 

00 

17 

10 

79/1 

00 

03 

60 

56/4 

a) 

ih 

66 

44/5 

00 

05 

76 

44/4 

iX) 

03 

40 

-44/3 

oo 

03 

76 

79 

00 

2 i 

30 

38/i 

00 

08 

^16 

37 

00 

7i 

18 

Kajihosahaiii 98 

00 

!X 

00 

Banahalii 32/2 

(X) 

{'L 

30 

23/4 

00 


76 

23/3 

00 

o> 

96 

Paramanahaiii 85/P 

00 

83 

52 

'Farabahalli 6/2 

(X) 

1.3 

50 

6/3 

00 

12 

06 

40/1 

00 

34 

20 

59 

00 

ii 

30 

63 

00 

2 ) 

80 

Devarngollahalli 20 

00 

21 

06 

21/2 

00 

21 

60 

21/1 

00 

16 

38 




I'fw* I 
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(I ■« w- (I 
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(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) 


Kattii’cnahalli 


23 

24 

25 

26 
27 
134 

5X/P-I8 


00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 


09 

40 

32 

05 

18 

16 

08 


00 

22 

22 

76 

M 

74 

30 


[r. No. R-25011/8/2008-OK.I ] 
B. K. DAT I'A, Under Sccy. 
^ Rcnl, 29 2010 

916.-^ •2TF ikl t 

^1=hl6c1 ^ ^ ■fe' cTf^TeRTI Tl^ 

^ 

mR4M4! ^ 

3TR Trr^FTR vi^kl ^TTPSH 

^ %TT 31R?7T^ ^ t f% ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ -STRIR t 3117 ^ ^ 3TfU7j;^ 7T^ 

31^7^11 t, Wfrn ^ 3fteR ^ tol ^ ; 

3m: 3m, TimrR, ^iRi^h 3fk 
('‘jfq Tl’ ^ 3TRm7R ^r3T^) SrRrfwi 1962 ( 1962 
^ 50) ^ »-TRT 3 ^ Tq mRT ( ! ) ^ VlRm^T ^ WT 

TTTcT ^ 'ijRl T1 3TRm3R ^ 31^ ^ 

-3mH 3Tm^ ^ ^TmiT t ; 

^ c/^Rki, mi 315^ Tq Ijfi{ -4' t, 
■371 fmTmfr 3#7fWT ^ ^Tm 3 ^ 

(I) ^ 3Tf^ airm ^ Tmrm ^ ^'^iRid ^ 

^ TiRmf Tn^TTT^ ^ 3qd<m ^ mrcR f, ^Rfcbfi 

^ 'ifRR '»]tR ^ ^ WT7WT 7m’^ R 3lt 

if^^^ 31Fmr MRr^, ir.fe 

xrqF. 3fR qRilMdl, 71. 10, 

fe, cTRmHT5-602()0l ^ 7m 

m 3TT^T9 mm 'H'Rmi I 


dl^q^l TcV^cb'ldi^ fm71l-Ri7a(ic2< TJmq cirHcldl^ 


mm mm mm 

Tpf KPm 71. 

mm 

immi 

T^n 



TsTTg 71. 

Tsimg: 71. 



mtei 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

94. 3^Hc;chi+) 

207 


0 

04 

61 

mmmm 

27K 

37lt 

0 

01 

00 

95. mr^mempT 269 

3 

0 

01 

(X) 


269 

2 

0 

01 

(X) 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

76. %gfe^mm7 

R 54 

2 

0 

01 

(X) 

74. 31Tf!TfilShlc||-^<85 

2% 

0 

01 

(X) 


240 

- 

0 

03 

17 


238 

2 

0 

01 

32 


238 

1 

0 

02 

60 


221 

1 

0 

00 

74 


48 

- 

0 

,(K) 

55 


47 

- 

0 

(X) 

80 

73. ■jmrmwi 

6 

23^ 

0 

01 

70 


6 

1 

0 

03 

.50 


3 

- 

0 

01 

07) 

71. HWrdH 

2 

2 

0 

01 

(X) 

70. 

108 

- 

0 

05 

7y4 

24. 

208 

- 

0 

05 

68 


657 

imt 

0 

(X) 

rx) 


657 

iT^mr 

0 

01 

94 

20. =hKIcfm»N- 

15 


0 

05 

23 

^IWR 






21. mmfemwi 

137 

6 

0 

04 

M 


142 

1 

0 

05 

04 


25! 

- 

0 

22 

68 


140 

- 

0 

07 

(X) 


226 

2 

0 

24 

84 


226 

1 

0 

10 

80 


225 

2 

0 

09 

72 


225 

131 

0 

09 

36 


224 

5 

0 

08 

M 


224 

431 

0 

08 

57 


224 

1 

0 

08 

28 


235 

2 

0 

(X) 

80 


234 

1 

0 

17 

68 


250 

1 

0 

02 

63 

19. 

3 

1 # 

0 

0('i 

80 


3 

2^ 

0 

03 

24 


3 

33P 

0 

(X) 

59 


3 

537 

0 

0! 

80 


3 

5^ 

0 

(X) 

40 


3 


0 

01 

58 


8 

3 

0 

01 

53 


8 

4 

0 

01 

43 


8 

5 

0 

(X) 

84 

16. 31R^ 

230 

1371 

0 

(X) 

72 

444iH 






13. mmmmmni 

84 

2 

0 

(X) 

40 


1.36 

11 

0 

(X) 

98 


142 

11 

0 

(X) 

40 


135 

IOT 7 

0 

(X) 

40 




1784 


THE GAZETTE OF 1NDIA:APRIL 10, 2010 /CHArrRA 20,1932 


(1) 

(2) _____ 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

12. 

17 

1 

0 

02 

44 


17 

2 

0 

02 

13 


14 

1^ 

0 

00 

88 


44 

3 

0 

01 

00 


IH9 

3 

0 

02 

(X) 



^ _ 









m- 

^4d7 

T!377 



TsPr^ T\. 

77. 


W7 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

31. 

425 

7 

0 

(f; 

45 


425 

8 

0 

00 

77 


425 

15 

0 

01 

34 


425 

2 

0 

01 

45 


425 

1 

0 

02 

24 


426 

10 

0 

00 

40 


42X 

777 

0 

(K) 

4(^ 


237 

! 

0 

03 

(K) 


216 

29: 

0 

03 

40 


216 

2^ 

0 

00 

SO 

30. 

62 

9 

0 

00 

St) 


62 

ST7 

0 

01 

14 


62 

6 

0 

01 

98 


63 

9 

0 

(X) 

59 


()3 

10 

0 

CKi 

SO 


63 

12 

0 

(K) 

69 


63 

8 

0 

(K) 

53 


M 

10 

0 

IX) 

40 


7K 

6 

0 

(X) 

40 


7S 

7 

0 

(X) 

40 


S3 

2 

0 

02 

80 

21. 

4 

277 

0 

12 

20 


20 

27^ 

0 

02 

(X) 


20 

l4 

0 

01 

11 

7. 457 

4 

0 

„ -,r.,_ ■ II 

(X) 

40 

rlTi^ : tcTF^TH T9T^ 


Tlf^ 49 9TR 

U ^-- 


7747 


Isr^S Tl. 




Tto 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 


(5) 

(6) 

43. +ir99ffe 3S 

11 

0 

10 

24 

41. TprnWR 39 

4 

0 

02 

60 


39 

3 

0 

03 

17 


39 

6 

0 

00 

70 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 


(6) 

40. 

44 

5 

0 

01 

10 

35. 3716H9<F-R 

207 

10 

0 

00 

40 

33. 

250 

- 

0 

04 

(X) 


244 

2 

0 

lO 

20 


244 

4 

0 

07 

(X) 

25. 

.256 

13^ 

0 


48 


256 

14 

(' 

(■■' 

36 


256 

17 

0 

'0 

68 


256 

18 

0 

• '•' 

^M) 


25(i 

19^ 

0 


22 


257 

15 

0 

iO 

40 


257 

16 

0 

(X ? 

40 


159 

37^ 

0 

Ip 

48 

26, 

161 

9 

0 

'Vi 

50 

14. 

274 

5 

0 


53 


184 

277 

(; 


72 


184 

2"^ 

'' 


SO 


270 

2771 

0 

0; 

2“^ 


270 

2^ 

0 

■A) 

80 


270 

ITT 

0 


U) 


270 

211 

0 

14 

25 

15. 9 

7 

0 

f'K} 

40 


9 

8 

(> 

‘ *-4 

13 

12- 171749 ' 

3 201 

10 

0 

m 

25 


201 

w 

0 

■'0 

70 


10 

4 

i) 

01 

58 


11 

8T^ 

0 

02 

88 


11 

8 ^ 

0 

05 

(i) 


12 

1 

0 

(K) 

50 



7T-0 



7T^^ 77. 


77^77 



■W^ Tst^ 77. 




(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

15) 

(6) 

19. 

12 

3712 

0 

01 

50 


12 

3773 

0 

07 

(X) 


12 

3^9 

0 

01 

(X) 


12 

37^4 

0 

08 

75 


12 

37735 

0 

(,3 

67 


12 

3^6 

0 

04 

40 

20. - 

209 

127^ 

0 

01 

50 

(1^47^'qrR 

210 

177 

0 

(X) 

90 


U 3TK-250! 1/1 F2009- 1 j 

291 , 'mi 






[ ^Ff II—3(ii) J 


:3Tfe 10,2010/^ 20, 1932 


1785 


New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 916. —Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for 
the transportation of Petroleum product from Refinery of 
Chennai Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali in the Stale 
ofTamil Nadu to Devanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, a pipeline 
should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited, for 
implementing the Chennai - Bangalore Pipeline Project. 

And Whereas, it appears that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the Right of 
User in the I.and described in the Schedule annexed to this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (i) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the Right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date 
on which the copies of this notification, as published in 
the Gazelle of India arc made available to the general public, 
object in writing to the acquisition of the Right of User 
therein, or laying of pipeline under the land to 
Shri B.Baskaran, Competent Authority, Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited, ATF & Chennai-Bangalorc Pipeline 
Project, No 10, fhiru-vi-ka Street, Rajajipuram, Tiruvallur, 
Tamil Nadu-602 001. 

SCHEDULE 


! a!uka:Ulhukoliai District: Tiruvallur Stale: Tamil Nadu 


Name of 

Survey 

Sub- 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. 

the Village 
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Division 
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No. 
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04 
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TalukaiTirutiani District: Tiruvallur State: Tamil Nadu 
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IPari 11 
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5 
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2A 
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18^4 

2B 

0 
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2C 
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2B 
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lA 

(} 
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2A 
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.U) 
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0 
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Taluka: Pallipattu District: 41ruvallur Stale: I 

'ami! Nadu 
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No. Division 

No. 

Arc 

Sq. 
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3A35 

0 

03 

67 


12 
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Ncu Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 


■3JT.3TT, 917.—^ ^ ycftcT ^ t 

^ ^ t ^ ^ rdPo^^ , 

■R^TTcft ^id, ^'icrji Q^lPd^M '3?9T^ 


9l^^dt|i'’ "felf Wft 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ q i ^Md l ^H ten^ ^ 

^ Vfm^ t 3f[7 ^ ^ ^ t, 

^ 3tP^T^ ^ 


33^: ^1<4 3^<chH, QdlPd-HH sflT Tsi^ 

(Iji? '^' ciMqVi 33ft^^ ^ 3T^) arfVfwi, 1962 (1962 
^ 50) ^ W 3 ^ 1^-«3RT ( I) ^ Ylf^O^T ^ TPfOl 
W 1^, ^ 31311)71 ^ 3 Tf^ 4 ^ ^ 37 ^ ^ ^ 

37RF1 ^ ^Rcft t; 

^ ^ ^ f^cTO t, 377 

OI<1<sJ 7^ P'Ji'H'+i't 3^ 33fMtW7 ^ ?7T71 3 ^ 3il-m7I (}) "^ 
mcT ^ TTTO T^* ■*1271 IJchlPilld 37pH7J^ ^ TllTTqi 
77TWT ^RTTT 37! 3W»3 3T71 ^ ^ f‘, ^f3377T ^ ite 377 

i|p7 ^ ^ W7dT?3 ^ 7733 ip 57) 7337 ^ R ' Qll , 77^ 

UTP337T7), ^TsH'I 37f3c! 37 Tm 1^J^H fdMlg, ^-^71^ qi^Md l ^H 
3f73t^, 373T^H 77 '. 104, “IrOdi 3T37f, 3777^ 
f^-517001, 37RI ^ ^ PdPsId 7^ 371^ ^ 7T£^ I 


3757 JE 7 ) 

OSd : qiqnO PSfdT : f^rg7 7^3 : 37RJ "Sl^ 
373 3^7 373 77#^ 77. ^337^ 


S.0.917.—Whcrea.s. it appears to the Ccnlrat (kn eminent 
that it is nece.ssar\ in the public interest that Ibr theiransportaliuii 
of petroleum product from Keflnery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited. Manaii to Devangulhi I erminal. Iktngaloie. 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And vvherea.s. it appears to the Central C'io\ crnntenl that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notitication; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section f 1) of.section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition ofRight of User in land) Act. 1962(50 of 1962). the 
Central Oovernmenl iiereby Jeciares its iiiiention to acquire the 
right of user therein; 

Any person iniorested m llte land described in the .said 
Schcdttle mtty within tweiity-onc days from the dale on which 
the copies of this Oinii'icmioo issued under suivseetion (Is ->r 
Section 3 ofthe said Act, as published in the Cia/coc of India are 
made available to the general public, objee! in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying ofthe pipeiine 
under the land to Sri MBabaiah. Competent Authority. Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited. Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project. 
Apartment No. 104, Vatsala 'fowers. Naidu t>tiildings. 
Cliittoor - 517 OOL Andhra Prudeslt. 

SCIILSHJLt: 

Mandal : Yadamari District: Chiiloor State : Andhra Pradcsii 


Name ofthe Survey _ _ Area 

village No Sub- Hectare Arcs Sq 

f.)i vision Mti. 
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TsH^ 

77. 
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3Tf 

(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 
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62, 3737^713^ 

312 

— 

00 

28 

34 


320 

B 

00 

03 

64 


325 

1 

00 

06 

07 


320 

A 

00 

01 

21 

64, qR^Hife 

249 

IDl 

00 

08 

50 

65, 3KimR 

116 

5 

00 

04 

45 


427 


00 

>4 

17 


397 

6 

00 

07 



430 

2 

00 

05 

26 


71 

IB 

00 

02 

43 


144 

1 

00 

30 

38 

66, 

53 

ID 

00 

04 

05 








53 

2 

00 

03 

65 


77 

1 

00 

23 

49 


No. 


( 1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

i.5) 

( 6 ) 

62,.langalapalle 

312 

— 

00 

28 

.34 


320 

B 

00 

03 

64 


325 

1 

00 

06 

0”’ 


320 

A 

00 

01 


64, Periyarnhadi 

249 

IDl 

00 

08 

.^n 

65 Yadamari 

416 

5 

ot) 

04 

1 r 


427 

-- 

00 

14 

!7 


397 

6 

00 

07 

lyi 


430 

2 

no 

05 

.30 


7! 

IB. 

00 

(D 

• P 

6 n^ Budiihi" 

144 

53 

i 

ID 

00 

00 

30 

04 


reddipalle 

53 

2 

(K) 

03 

65 


■77 

1 

no 

23 

10 


[33. 77. 3777-250 M/5/2007-37)S7R-n 


[L.No.R-2501 l.'5/2(K)7-OiMi 


3x3, 3737 77f33 


B. K. DALIA. Under Secy. 


1117 Gl/10-4 
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[Part II 

Soc. 

3(ii)l 

^ 29 : 

010 
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( 5 ) 
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■^,3Tr. 918,—^ ^ ycild t 
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7 
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39 

2 
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02 
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27 
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T 

(HI 

10 

98 
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mxj] d) IRdd ^ ^«1T ddlTl"^ d^ 'dfd^ 
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10 

98 
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6 

00 

05 

29 

^ ^ '(Td f^H % im T1‘ 'W23T, IT^dd 
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24 

39 

■giRddlid, ^dd d#dH d^tdflTR RdfAt^, WTeTT3d 


39 

1 

00 

(P 

32 
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01 
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00 
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2 

00 

10 

53 
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^r^J 
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00 

02 
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dlifedl 

46 

_.... 

00 

04 

86 

213 0 

00 25 51 


29 

lOB 

00 

03 

64 

178 H 

00 02 02 


34 

IB 

00 

08 

9(1 

211 OP 

00 01 21 


23 

11 

00 

03 

24 

13 2 

00 05 87 










31 

1 A 

00 

06 

88 

23 3 

00 11 34 










29 

11 

00 

1 1 

31 

17 9 

00 04 04 







17 1 

00 04 45 


18 

7 

00 

10 

53 

2.5 

00 03 23 


6 

3A 

00 

09 

31 

25 2 

00 02 83 


15 

2C 

00 

0.5 

47 

23 2 

00 02 02 


6 

4AI 

(HI 

09 

3! 


pf 


liif i:|f H t. ■ J 


I i n-HI |i 


<iini< ■ 'jifwi I 


t 







[Wli—3(ii)] 


:3Tfe 10,2010/^ 20, 1932 


1789 


(1) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

(6) 

60. 

251 

15 

00 

01 

42 


256 
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00 

02 

83 


256 

13 

00 

08 

50 


256 

12 TI 

00 

02 

43 


256 

II 

00 

00 

60 


256 

10 

00 

03 

24 


145 

2^ 

00 

17 

41 


269 

10 

00 

0.3 

23 


200 

2 ^ 

00 

08 

!0 


257 

4^ 

00 

17 

8 f 


71 

12 

00 

00 

40 


18 

7 

00 

01 

62 


26 

- 

00 

08 

50 


25 

2 

00 

02 

02 


25 

3 

00 

02 

43 


71 

1 
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07 
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71 

2 

00 

02 

43 


22 

3 

00 

02 

02 


72 
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00 

02 

43 


200 

2^ 

00 

17 

81 


256 

2 

00 

04 

25 


256 

16 

00 

03 

64 


269 

8 

00 

06 

07 


269 

5^ 

00 

07 

29 


251 

4 

00 

14 

17 


201 

4 

00 

23 

48 


255 


00 

19 

03 


252 

4 

00 

15 

38 


251 

7 

00 

02 

83 


9-1 

231 

00 

08 

50 


145 

1 ^ 

00 

06 

07 


252 

5 

00 

17 

41 


100 

6 

00 

20 

65 


77 

1 ^ 

00 

12 

15 


76 

5 

00 

04 

45 


76 

6 

00 

06 

48 


19 

8 

00 

04 

86 


25 

8 

00 

02 

23 


25 

4 

00 

01 

62 


18 

8 

00 

11 

74 


22 

2 

00 

24 

29 

1 , 

80 

1 C 

00 

13 

36 


173 

5 

00 

14 
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(3) 
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( 5 ) 

(6) 

61, 

173 
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03 
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128 
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00 

04 
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00 

08 
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2 

00 

05 

26 
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5 

00 

06 
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00 

07 

29 
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00 

15 

38 
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00 

i5 

2;. 
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4 

00 

14 

>8 


58 
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00 

26 

3'.. 




2.5011/5/2007-TOrT 

-|] 




qh. Kx]}, 



New 

Delhi, the 

29th 

jiiich. 2010 



m 918.- 

-Whetca; 7 

appear:; i 

o the Central ' 

G(>’.'e’'iira 

' ly 

ihat if is necessttiw 

in tnc publi-; 

: Siiicres! 

that for the is; 

inspc-'di 

km: 

of pcindeum pro 

tuuci trom 

ReTmer) 

' of Chennai 

Petri, iciiin 

Coi poraiion Limiti 

ed, Manali to! )evar!g 

ulhi 'I'erminal 

, Bangait 

-re. 


a pipeline .should De laid by the Indian Oil Corpination Liiniicu 

And whereas, it appears to tiie Central Governniciit that 
lor the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Sciiedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, ihereibre, in exercise of the powers confened by 
sub-sect ion (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition ofRight of User in land) Act 1962 (50 ol 1962), the 
Central Governirtent hereby declares its intention to ucquuo the 
right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of (his notiilcalion issued under sub-section (1 j of 
Section 3 of the said Act. as published in the Ga/eilc of Indi.! arc 
made available to the genera! public, objcci in writinu e; 
acquisition ofthe Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M.Babaiah, Competent Authority. Indian 
Oil Corporation, lumited. (.'hcnnai-Bangalorc Pipeline Project. 
Apartment No. 104. Vaisala Towers. Naidu Buildings. Chittoor 
- 517 001. Andhra Pradesh. 

SCHKOULE 

Mandal : Chittoor District ; Chittoor Stale : Andhra Pradesh 


Name of village 

Survey 


Are; 

1 



No 

Sub- i Icctare 
Division 

No. 

Arcs 

Sq. 

Mir. 

(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(0) 
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04 
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00 

03 

44 


21 1 
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00 

12 
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2 .) 
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00 

00 

81 
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(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 
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Si;c.3(ii)] 
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[F.No. R-25011/5/2007-OR-I] 

B. K. DATTA, Under Secy. 


Rcnl, 29 2010 

^.37T. 919.—^ MlH ^ t 

^ ^ i % ^ Q^flPd^H ^T#?H M^, 

H'llCll ^ dfl^'ld, ^MCJ< ^«l> "^^tfcnTR dCMI'^'ll 

^ wf<c4^^ ^ 3lT*TeT djTMlY^id Rdtni^ ?RI “ 

MISM<dl$d’' fkwi ^ 

3Tfcn?qcF 1?^ i\^ f f^ "3^ ^ PdWHi. ^ 

^ t 3lk TH srfV^f^ ^ t, 

^ 3TfN^ ^ 37^ f^ TiinT; 

3ld: m, IFR^, ’^ilPel^H ^ WIcTT^ 

(^ ^ ^ 37;5f3) 1962 (1962 

^ 50) ^ W 3 ^ (1 ) ^ 3Kd ?lPdd«lT ^ ^ 

^Ih '^* 4M*^Vi ^ ’3Tf^«tji< ^ 37^H ‘h^’^ ^ 3nH 

3nm ^ i; 

^Pdd, qf^id ’ifiT "^f (^n«i* 

dlOo ^ f^RT^ ddd 3Tfi|fd^H mn 3 ^ (1) ^ 


3R^4H «TK^ ^ TTJm lY y+lPvid ^ ^ 

vnv[m ^ ^ ^ ^ t, ^ ^ 

“ilfq ^ ^ qr^q^Tf^ ten ^ t^t ^r^, 

3#tet, 3qte 'dJfqYY^n wmrfq 

■qteRqt, antez tt. io 4, dr^idi zte, f^riteTT. 
f^-517001, aiRj fnfw 3TT?^ te Tten i 


*^>std : ■W^<^cTii< film : Pd^jy. TFR : 37Fy y^vi 



Tf. 

371- 

TsPr^ 



(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 
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00 
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00 
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00 
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00 
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[Wi. U 3TR-250i l/5/2007-3Tt3TR-i;i 
3rR7 sprite 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 


S.0.919.— Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that lor the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited, Manali to Devangulhi Terminal. Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited ; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose ol"laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein; 
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Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the dale on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (1) ol 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority, Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project. 
ApartmentNo lOT VatsalaTowers. Naidu Buildings, Chittoor- 
517 001, Andhra Pradesh. 

SCHEDULE 


Mandal: G.D. Nellore District: Chittoor Slate: Andhra Pradesh 


Name of the 
village 

Survey 

No. 

Area 

Sub- Hectare Ares 
Division 

No. 

Sq. 

Mir. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 
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20 

5 

00 

02 

83 


22 

7 

00 

10 

12 


20 

7 

00 

02 

02 
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323 
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m 

04 
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06 

28 


200 
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00 

02 

02 


390 

14 

00 

06 

88 
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9 

00 

10 

12 
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2A 

00 

05 

47 


297 
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m 

18 

21 


286 

2 

00 

02 

43 


200 

10 

00 

07 

69 

53. Amho- 

123 

12 

00 

04 

04 

darapallc 
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[F.No. R-250n/5/2007-OR-IJ 
B. K. DA'ITA, Under Secy. 


^ 29 ■RT^, 2010 

^.3TT. 920,—^ "Sttn t 

ipTTcfl ^ ^ dfTlHd, ^ 

3fR ^ ^ 

^ ^ 

mi 3^^, Q^lPd’RR 3flT 

^ ^ 3T^) 3#4fm, 1962 (1962 


I Part 11 -Site-. 3(ii)| 

^ 50) ^ ^3RT 3 ^ TR-mR (1 ) ^ ^ ^ 

^ -r’ iTRRT ^ 3T^ T 3TTT 

c/i^Lpt, 'sfl ^ R ^, RR 

RRpS ^ 3#Tpm ^ ^4RT 3 ^ ^ ^3R1 ( I ) ^ 

^ y+lPi^M TR 3#T?J5RT qPl gLRR 

Tn^JFPh ^jRcTT TR RRd'^>J ^ ^Wl f, ^PePKR FrT ^ RR 
^ ^ WfdT^'l ^ ?fl FR RhtR 

9[TPW^, PdPHJS, WR-UTT 

qPt’^l^JlHl , R. 104, oToRdT ^TTR, 

f^-5l7001, 3TRJ ^ Pdfem FR R RRRn I 


^ : qidR'T^tH 

■fsTdl : 

li'jR : 


•r?t 

Rfef R>T TR 

RR%on 

71. 




Z ■ 
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'V\ 



Tsprs 

R. 
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10 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

50. 
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W 
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[^. 3T. 37R-2501 1/5/2007-3^37R-1] 


mi 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.0.920.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited. Manali to Devanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of this notiOcation issued under sub-section (I) of 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority. Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project. 
Apartment No lOd, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings, Chittoor- 
517 001. Andhra Pradesh. 
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New Delhi, the 29th March. 2010 

S,0. 921. — Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum product trom Reltnery ot Chennai 
Petroleum Corporation Limited, Manali to Devanguthi I crminal. 
Bangalore, a pipeline should belaid by the Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Ad 1962 (50 ol 1962). the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
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3 ^ 37 : 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 922.—Whereas, it appears to the Central GovcrnnicnL 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the iranspoi taiion 
of petroleum product from Retmery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited, Manali to Dcvanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited ; 

And whereas, it appears to the Centra! Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acqmrc 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now', therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (SO oi !%2), 
the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acqmsc 
the right ofuser therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in Ute s.ud 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the daie cn '''Nch 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-sectio!! ( i j o! 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Ga/ette of India ^ae 
made available to the general public, object in writing lo the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pir-clir.e 
under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority hrnx... 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore Pipedue eisni,--.. 
Apartment No 104, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings, Crmtom 
517 001. Andhra Pradesh, 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.0.923.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited, Manali to Devanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited; 

And whereas. It appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein ; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M. Babaiah, Competent Authority, Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project, 
Apartment No 104, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings, Chittoor - 
517 001. Andhra Pradesh. 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 924.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that it is necessary in the public interest that for the transportation 
of petroleum product from Refinery of Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited, Manali toDevanguthi Terminal, Bangalore, 
a pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that 
for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the Right of User in the land described in the Schedule annexed to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline 
(Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Centra! Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said 
Schedule may within twenty-one days from the date on which 
the copies of this notification issued under sub-section (1) of 
Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India are 
made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the Right of User therein, or laying of the pipeline 
under the land to Sri M Babaiah, Competent Authority, Indian 
Oil Corporation Limited, Chennai-Bangalore Pipeline Project, 
Apartment No 104, Vatsala Towers, Naidu Buildings, Chittoor- 
517 001, Andhra Pradesh. 

SCHEDULE 


Mandal : Baireddipalle District : Chittoor State : Andhra 
Pradesh 


Name of the 

village 

Survey 

No. 

Sub- Area 

Division Hectare Ares 

No. 

Sq. 

Mtr. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

84 Alapalii 

29 

7 

00 

01 

62 


255 

C 

00 

02 

03 


250 

B 

00 

03 

65 


28 

1 ' 

00 

20 

25 


[F.NO.R-25011/5/2007-OR-I] 
B.K. DATTA, Under Secy. 


Pternl, 7 3?^, 2010 

925 .—^ WIclTfT 
^ ^ STSfr) 1962 (1962 

^ 50) ^ 2 ^ (^) ^ T^' 

?RT 

^ c^Qd4> I d l (1^^ 

(1) ^ (2) ^ ^ 
TJTfwft ^ ^Ksrt’ WR ^ t I 


31^ 


37^ RcTT 

3TpWlPtdl Rq ^ 

(1) 

(2) 


3Tfdfw ^ RTTl, 7^ 

'^i^d+ldj (f^q^ 73^) 
^ I 

[■qq. Tl. Rd-14014/24/2010-#^] 
T% "ql, H'tN, 3RT 
New Delhi, the 7th April, 2010 

S.O, 925.—In pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition ofRightof User 
in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), Government of India hereby 
authorizes the person mentioned in column (1) of the schedule 
given below to perform the functions of the Competent Authority 
under the said Act for laying of Naphtha pipeline from Naphtha 
Unloading Station at TinsukiaGaon, Dibrugarh to Petrochemical 
Complex, Lapetkata by M/s Brahmaputra Cracker and Polymer 
Limited (BCPL) in the area mentioned in column (2) of the said 
schedule. 


SCHEDULE 


Name and Address 
of the person 

Area of Jurisdiction 

(1) 

(2) 

Shri Amitabh Rajkhowa 
ACS (Additional Deputy 
Commissioner) Dibrugarh 
(Assam) 

1- State of Assam areas falling in 
Dibrugarh District for laying of 
Naphtha pipeline from Naphtha 
Unloading Station at Tinsukia 
Gaon, Dibrugarh to Petrochemical 
Complex Lapetkata. 

[F.No.L-14014/24/2010-GP] 


SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 
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926.—^ OTtPT ^ '?)T 3f^^) 19 62 

(1962 ^ 50) % 2 (^) % 3T^, TOT f^TOB % 

qpT.) ^ TO ^ % WT^ Ig wr #> 'rf ^ ^ ^ 

TOrf ^PcI^P' % F^T^TOT To yt^r<14o ^ TOTO c^, TOrf % 1^'TO 2 2 ■/RepX 2 005 

3Tftpp^ «)3TT0 259 18 2005 TO TO^JlRpT, p:^.2T 'M, TO 

('ijftp toJpT % 3TTO) f^RPlTTO, 19 63 ^ 4 % (1) cS “4t Pf 

(1) % 3TOFT 3#TO* ^ 3T^^-T H, fep 5TT.3iTt.^.3Tl'^.q^., ^P#TO. 2PT TO ^ P 02TOT W' 
TOjTO TO % TO TO TO ^ ^ TOte %, % T^Pl-f ^ " 

To % OT ^ TOfTO 'JTl^fTO % qWlTO ^ ^ T- ’TO^' qii ^ rTT^ S2 

TOfT I! 


^3Tg^fr 



i^:TO Tr^:*r?misj ; 


UH ^ ’TPT 

imr fi(0 j 'TSTTfR c^ipjTfe^mfte' 

1 i 

1 

2 ^ 

; 3 ) 4 i 


1 3TNJ1 1 ’ BO p-rv-j; 29/3/2006 ; 

264 4/2/2003 >' 12/3/2010 

-r/'^iv) F:^Tcfi 9/3'2010 1 


2 in^ It so DTf5 29/3/?')-6 


^.5/ 4/2/2GCS 

0/4^4?) ii^ni D/S<4-JiO 

> 12.'3.^2010 

! 

3 1180 29/3/2005 

747(4T) t^4ra 8/5/2007 

254 R4T4) 4/2/2008 

574(s) 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

y 

4 11 so 29/3/2005 

574{jO 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

5 7 ^ 1180 T74Fb 29/3/2005 

574(m) f74T4i 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

6 1180 29/3/2005 

747('«) 8/5/2007 

254 4/2/2008 

574(30 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

7 tTOlMT 1180 29/3/2005 D 

254 f^SFR 4/2/2008 P 

574(31) 9/3/2010 J 

- 12/3/2010 


{^WTI 6t^ j 

TFHII 4?TTT^ 

-| 1180 fPlT^ 29/3/2005 1 

747(33) 8/5/2007 ^ 12/3/2010 

574(iT) 9/3/2010 J 

2 qT£j% 1180 29/3/2005 

574(31) fTSra- 9/3/2010 

1^ 12/3/2010 

3 3q7STZ 1180 29/3/2005 

574(31) 9/3/2010 

1 12/3/2010 


fl • : t'MI'Pl'tl 


1MI1..1 .irifwt I I 'i ►'■■ I i«V ‘i|f 'I* 'I iwf Wf'M4 «iHf'|W' ‘'''♦^ ' 




['Tmii- 

•^^3(ii)] 

TO 

3T^ 10, 2010/^ 20, 1932 


1 



2 

3 

4 




TTHi: 

1 

4)l^i4 

2416 


4/7/2005 





341(H) 


9/3/2007 

► 

12/3/2010 



574(h) 


9/3/2010 



2 


2416 


4/7/2005 


12/3/2010 



574(h) 


9/3/2010 

> 


L_ 



31% 

1 


Mvrt4: 

1 


2416 


4/7/2005 


12/3/2010 



574(h) 


9/3/2010 



2 


2416 

Rhihi 

4/7/2005 





2486 iyr) 


14/10/2008 

► 

12/3/2010 



574(H) 


9/3/2010 



3 


2416 


4/7/2005 





2486 Ot) 


14/10/2008 

>► 

12/3/2010 



574(h) 


9/3/2010 



4 


2416 

Rnich 

4/7/2005 


12/3/2010 



574(h) 

5^4(45 

9/3/2010 



5 

(^(4^ 

2416 

r4Hi4> 

4/7/2005 





721 (M) 


7/4/2007 

>■ 

12/3/2010 



574(h) 

frirg. 

9/3/2010 



6 


2416 


4/7/2005 


12/3/2010 



574(h) 


9/3/2010 



7 


2416 


4/7/2005 


12/3/2010 



574(h) 


9/3/2010 



8 


2416 


4/7/2005 


12/3/2010 



574(h) 


9/3/2010 



9 


2416 


4/7/2005 





2486(5^) 


14/10/2008 

>■ 

12/3/2010 



574(H) 


9/3/2010 J 






31% 


1 

^TPT^ 

1792 


9/5/2005 

L 

12/3/2010 



574(h) 


9/3/2010 

r 


2 


1792 


9/5/2005 





1537 


21/5/2007 


12/3/2010 


574(h) 


9/3/2010 



3 

ftiw‘ 

1792 


9/5/2005 


12/3/2010 


574(h) 


9/3/2010 



4 


1792 


9/5/2005 





1537 

Rilsh 

21/5/2007 

>■ 

12/3/2010 


574(h) 

%?%) 

9/3/2010 



5 


1792 


9/5/2005 


12/3/2010 


574(h) 


9/3/2010 



6 

^d\M\ 

1792 


9/5/2005 


12/3/2010 


574(h) 

Rilcb 

9/3/2010 



7 

3Tf’^7% ^ . 

1792 


9/5/2005 


12/3/2010 


574(h) 


9/3/2010 



8 

J^R4h1 1792 

%%4f> 

9/5/2005 




2486 

R4i% 

14/10/2008 


12/3/2010 


574(h) 


9/3/2010 
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m '2 r _3 

4 

9 Ijf% , :'92 9/5/2005 

574(5?) Pr5!3- 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

10 TJT? ■’792 tGiS) 9/5/2005 

2486(3^ 14/10/2008 

574{y) 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

11 ’T’TT? 1792 9/5/2005 | 

2486 14/10/2008 

574(3?) 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 


Rlcb*i'rg 

61"^ 


1 WRf 1792 9/5/2005 j 

1537 kWFi 21/5/2007 | 

2486 14/10/2008 

574(3?) 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

2 f^lrT 1792 9/5/2005 

574(3t) 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

>• 

3 1792 9/5/2005 

1537 km 21/5/2007 

574(3?) feig? 9/3/2010 

^ 12/3/2010 

4 1792 9/5/2005 | 

574(3?) km 9/3/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

>■ 


d^Rlrt: 

Di^i: 3T^ 

TTHi: 

1 JFFm 1181 29/3/2005 ] 

574(3?) km 9/3/2010 | 

12/3/2010 

>- 

2 1181 festal 29/3/2005 

574(3?) 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

*■ 

3 1181 km 29/3/2005 

2486 (iO 14/10/2008 

574(3?) 9/3/2010 

y 12/3/2010 

4 qiT^ 1181 29/3/2005 ] 

574 (3?) km 9/3/2010 J 

1 ^ 12/3/2010 


BTfitor, 1962^ Sim 17 ^ '-I'^lffTO^T #7 

q OTim % 3fcF ^ f^, 1963 ^ Pm 

4 ^ ^IRcT 6m7 % 

[^ Tf. tt^.- 14014/22/2010-#.^. ] 

1% ■R'm 


New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.0.926—In pursuance of powers conferred by Explanation 1 in sub-rule (1) of 
Rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Rules, 1963, I, S. D. Bhise, appointed by Government of India, Ministry of Petroleum 
and Natural Gas vide Notification S.O. 259 dated 18* January, 2005 (published in the 
Gazette of India on 22“^^ January, 2005) under Section 2(a) of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) to 







[yiFTH—7gu^3(ii)] _ ^ ^ 10, 2010M^ 20 , 1932 _ -1803 

perform the functions of Competent Authority for laying natural gas pipelines by M/s 
Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Limited (RGTIL) in the State of 
Maharashtra, in consultation with M/s RGTIL, to whom the Right of User in land in 
that area has been vested and in whom the ownership of pipeline in that area vests, 
hereby declare the dates, mentioned in Column 4 of the Schedule annexed herewith, 
as the dates of termination of RoU operation in District Thane in the State of 
Maharashtra. 


Schedule 


1 Tahsil; Kalyan 

District: Thane 

State; Maharashtra 

Sr. 

No. 

Village 

S.O. No. & Date of Notification Under 
sub^section (1) of Section 6 

Date of Termination of Operation 

n 

2 

3 

4 

1 AptI 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

254 Date 4/2/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

>• 12/3/2010 

2 Manjarli 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

254 Date 4/2/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

► 12/3/2010 

3 Vaholi ^ 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

747(E) Date 8/5/2007 

254 Date 4/2/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

4 Goveli 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

► 

5 Revati 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

>- 

6 Ankhar 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

747(E) Date 8/5/2007 

254 Date 4/2/2008 I 

574(E) Date 9/3/2610 J 

12/3/2010 

7 Titwala 1180 Date 29/3/2006 

254 Date 4/2/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

V 


Tahsil: Talasari 

District; Thane j 

StaKbfl^eriMtlrtra 

1 Talasari 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

747(E) Date 8/5/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 ^ 

► 12/3/»10 

2 Varavade 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

► 

3 Uplat 1180 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12A3/2010 

h 


1117GI/10—6 
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1 1 2 3 ~j 

4 

Tahsll: Ambernath D Ufict Thane 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Karav 2416 Date 4/7/2005 

3Hi(L) 9/3/2007 ^ 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

2 Dapivali 2416 Daie 4/7/2005 | 

574(E) DaV: 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 


Tahsil: Bhiwandl Dimict I F r ;ne j State: Maharashtra \ 

1 Bhadane 2416 Data 4/7/2005 i 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

2 Dalhepada 2416 Date 4/7/2005 j 

2486(^3 Date 14/10/2008 > 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

3 Khaling Budruk 2416 Dale 4/7/2005 

2486 Date 14/10/2008 > 

574(E) ' Date 9/3/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

4 Lape Budruk 2416 Date 4/7/2005 | 

574(E) Oate 9/3/2010 ( 

12/3/2010 

5 Kiravali 2416 Date 4/7/2005 

721(E) Date 7/4/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

^ 12/3/2010 

6 Jambivali 2416 Date 4/7/2005 ! 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 j 

12/3/2010 

7 Kharivali 2416 Date 4/7/2005 j 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 | 

12/3/2010 

8 Dalonde 2416 Date 4/7/2005 ] 

574(E) Date 9/3/206. J 

12/3/2010 

>- 

9 Dighashi 2416 Dato 4/7/2005 1 

2486(^^1 Date 14/10/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

1^ 12/3/2010 

Tahsil: Wada | Disirict: Thane | 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Ghonsai 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

2 Musarne 1792 Late 9/5/2005 

1537 Cate 21/5/2007 

674(E) Date 9/3/2010 

j>. 12«,’2010 

J . 

3 Chinchghar 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

T 12/3/2010 

4 Dongasle 1792 9/5/2005 

1537 Date 21/5/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

1 

1- 12/3/2010 

5 Bhilavali 1/92 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

-i- 

6 Khanivali '762 ■■c:,- 9/5/2005 

574(E) 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 


(i- -i iiptf 



(■htm II 


T " ■ T’"’ ' 




!|l:« I 











r 


_ __ 10 , 2010 /-^ 20 , 1932 1805 


f r.i__ 2 3 I 4 •: i 

7 Ambiste Bk 1792 Date 9/5/ita05 1 

574(E) Date 3/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

8 Kharavali 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

2486^5.^ Date 14/10/2003 

574(E) Date 9/3/2/nD J 

>• 12/3/2010. 

9 Mande 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Dai? 9/3/2010 , 

12/3/2010 ■ 

r 

10 Kalam Khand 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

2486 Daie 14/10/2000 

574(E) Date ;v:; 30r} | 

>- 12/3/2010 

I 

11 Suponde 1792 Data 9/5/ nos 

2486 Date U/1 '008 j 

574(E) Date J 

12/3/2010 


Tahsik Vikramgad 

District: Thane J State: Maharashtra 

1 Mhasaroli 1792 Date 9 /c/ 2^')05 

1537 Da!« v-■: ij/ 

2486 (,^ Date ^4/lJ.'2003 

574(E) Date &/3/2010 

i 

i 

i 

^ 12/3/2010 

f 

t 

1 

2 Shil 1792 Dm 9 '5/2005 ^ 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

3 Kondgaon 1792 Date 9/6/2005 

1537 Date 21/6/2007 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

4 Vitshet 1792 Date 9/5/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

Tahsil: Dahanu 

District: Thane 

State: Maharashtra | 

1 Dhanvara 1181 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

>■ 

2 Chinchale 1181 Date 29/3/2005 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

>- 

3 Punajave 1181 Date 29/3/2005 

2486 Date 14/10/2008 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 

12/3/2010 

4 Pardi 1181 Date 29/3/2005 | 

574(E) Date 9/3/2010 | 

12/3/2010 


^To be published under Rule 4 of the P & M P (ARUL) 
Rules 1963, framed under Section 17 of P & M P (ARUL) 
Act, 1962 in official Gazette of India”! 


[F. No. L-14014/22/2010-GP] 
SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 
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ftwft, 5 Sife, 2010 

gii. an. 927 .—^ ^ asr siafn) aififeR, 1962 

(1962 nn 50) % few 2 (m) % awpfn, fetnin fei ^Rwltsw s 9 )P^<rq< iSiPlis (aiR.wt.^. 

OT^.t^ai.) % sm *isKim LitHf fesit ^ naw 'JiRj^rff ^ w i 

Ifer, ■imn nwT * ^i^ilfew niff^ % R3Mn n>t, w n; nam 2 2 3 Wcr), 2005^gni!Rin, 

aiftt^anoano 259feira iSewcRt, 2005 sro nn^nifeT ,\ ^ 

(^ if ^iOOV l % aifiwiR 5)1 3T3 Tt) fewi5#, 1963 ^ few 4 % 3T-feW (1) ^ ^ It n| aipglT (1) ^ 
3Wptn atoinf * tijimt R, few 3nT.3ft.lt.an|.t^., fenft nrnfeRT, tr ^ ft ■# ft 3nfer m jiRiw 
fftjftn feoT nnT ft #T 3 n ftn" ft nn Tmftfe iftfer ft, ft; wist ft, nftrw ^ 4 ft jwpf^ 

nan ^ 3 ft, agHanoT aftr Tms ft nm srftlfen giflft* % qifwnjr fftsiq tmft % nnm # nwfe ^t 

rnfftgf ^ ftraw ^mt |i 


2 5 ^ 




n^RiinI 

___- 

<|vrq: H^KI'^; 


UPT ^ ^ 

SJRT 6(1) ^ '31T. fcRRo 

ytn^ ^ ^ 

1 

2 

3 

4 


1055 




09/04/2007 


1333(3T) 

2862(3T) 

574(3T) 


22/05/2009 

9/11/2009 

09/03/2010 > 

1606 

ft^lcb 

27/04/2005 -ft 

1055 


09/04/2007 

1333(3T) 


22/05/2009 

2862(3T) 


9/11/2009 

574(3T) 


09/03/2010 > 


12/3/2010 







(1^: 

1 

2322 

Rnk 

27/06/2005 


12/3/2010 


1056 

R'il«h 

09/04/2007 




1188(3T) 


06/05/2009 




3070(3T) 


30/11/2009 




574(3T) 


09/03/2010 > 



2 chl^'llcl slos<i 

2322 

[^.^14) 

27/06/2005 


12/3/2010 


1056 


09/04/2007 1 




1188(3T) 


06/05/2009 




574(3T) 


09/03/2010 ^ 







^ 10 , 2010 /% 2 0 , 1932 


■ ■ . - 1 J 14! 

TF5?t:wt^ 

1 ^Hcoqi^ 2236 21/06/2006 

1097 “ti 9/04/2007 

1186(3T) 05/05/2009 

2863(3T) 9/11/2009 

574(3r) 09/03/2010 

" 12/3/2010 

► 

j 


TrHT:*TFRI^ 

1 2237 21/06/2005 

4338 10/11/2006 

1187(31) km 06/05/2009 

2844(31) km 04/11/2009 

574 ( 31 ) km 09/03/2010 . 

" 12/3/2010 

2 2237 km 21/06/2005 " 

1187(31) f%T^ 06/05/2009 

2844(31) km 04/11/2009 

574 ( 31 ) km 09/03/2010 V 

1 12 / 3/2010 

3 qjsiq 2237 ^;Tf^ 21/06/2005 > 

4338 km 10/If/2006 

1187(31) km 06/05/2009 

2844(3l) f%T^ 04/11/2009 

574 ( 31 ) km 09/03/2010 > 

12/3/2010 

4 2237 21/06/2005 ^ 

4338 km 10/1 {/2006 

1187(31) 06/05/2009 

2844(31) km 04/11/2009 

574 ( 31 ) f%ie5 09/03/2010 . 

12/3/2010 

5 2237 21/06/2005 ^ 

1187(3l) k^i^ 06/05/2009 

2844(31) km 04/11/2009 

574 ( 31 ) km 09/03/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

> 

3 Traill 2237 km 21/06/2005 ^ 

1187(31) kms 06/05/2009 1 

2844(3l) ^8 04/11/2009 | 

574 ( 31 ) 09/03/2010 J 

12/3/2010 

7 5 2237 21/06/2005 

1187(3l) 06/05/2009 

2844(31) km 04/11/2009 

574 ( 31 ) km 09/03/2010 . 

12/3/2010 

8 2237 21/06/2005 ^ 

4338 km 1d/H/2006 

1187(31) km 06/05/2009 i 

2844(31) ^ 04/11/2009 

574 ( 31 ) k{k 09/03/2010 > 

12/3/2010 
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—.—-- ..—U • • . .. ... 

Ill 2 . 3 ... 4 - 1 

9 22,37 21/06/2005 - 

118 7(3T) ftlia) 06/05/2009 

2844(3r) 04/11/2009 

574 ( 3 ?) 1^,414) 09/03/2010 -- 

12/3/2010 

>- 

10 2237 toia; 21/06/2005 ' 

1187 ( 3 ?) 06/05/2009 

2344 ( 3 ?) 1^*1 04/11/2009 

574 ( 3 ?) 1^414? 09/03/2010 

1 12/3/2010 

! 

} 

"11 in^ 2237 21/06/2005" 1 

1137 ( 3 ?) 06/05/2009 1 

2844 ( 3 ?) 04/11/2009 i 

574 ( 3 ?) 09/03/2010 ^ 

12/3/2010 

12 2237 21/06/2005 12/3/2010 

1187(3?) [ 34 !^ 06/05/2009 ^ 

2844 ( 3 ?) to^ 04/11/2009 j 

to 09/03/20''0 

13 2237 2inj-v2A}j ^ 

4336 jO/Hf2Q0B j 

1187(3?) 06/06^.^004 

2844(d?) 04/11/2009 

574( m feto 

12/3/2010 

--- 


3#[f'RFi., 1902^?>t L? ^ 3T?T'9ii 2^"^ T#[jT 

('mn ^ ^ tor 

4 ^ 3rtor ^iT5)R % 

TT^.-14014/23/2010-^.il. 1 
3% 'S'^Tl WT, 3T^ 

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S. O. 927. — In pursuance of powers conferred by Explanation 1 in sub-rule (1) ot 
Rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition ofRight of User in Land) 
Rules, 1963,1, S. D. Bhise, appointed by Government of India, Ministry of Petroleum 
and Natural Gas vide Notification S.O. 259 dated 18"’ January, 2005 (published in the 
Gazette of India on 22"" January, 2005) under Section 2(a) of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition ofRight of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) to 
perform the functions of Competent Authority for laying natural gas pipelines by M/s 
Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Limited (RGTIL) in the State of 
Maharashtra, in consultation with M/s RGTIL, to whom the Right of User in land in 
that area has been vested and in whom the ownership ot pipeline in that area vests, 
hereby declare the dates, mentioned in Column 4 of the Schedule annexed herewith, 
as the dates of termination of RoU operation in Districts Pune, Ahmednagar and 
Raigad in the State of Maharashtra. 


! ^ 10,2010/^ 20, 1932 

Schedule 



Tahsil: Khed 

District: Pune 

State: Maharashtra 

Sr. 

Village 

S.O. No. & Date of Notification Under 

Date of Termination of 

No. 

sub-section (1) of Section 6 

Operation 

1 

4 

r 2 

3 

4 


1 Sabalewadi 

1606 

1055 

1333(E) 

2862(E) 

574(E) 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

27/04/2005 

09/04/2007 

22/05/2009 

9/11/2009 

09/03/2010 

12/3/2010 

J 

2 Bahul 

1606 

Date 

27/04/2005 

12/3/2010 


1055 

Date 

09/04/2007 



1333(E) 

Date 

22/05/2009 



2862(E) 

Date 

9/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 . 

> 


I- — ----- 


Tahsil: Shirur 


District: Pune 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Inamgaon 

2322 

Date 

27/06/2005 ' 

12/3/2010 


1056 

Date 

09/04/2007 



1188(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 

> 


3070(E) 

Date 

30/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 J 


2 Kolgaon Oolas 

2322 

Date 

27/06/2005 ^ 

12/3/2010 


1056 

Date 

09/04/2007 



1188(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 

>► 


3070(E) 

Date 

30/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 j 


1 — ___ 

Tahsil: Karjat 

District: Ahmednagar 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Pimpalwadi 

2236 

Date 

21/06/2005 >1 

12/3/2010 


1097 

Date 

19/04/2007 



1186(E) 

Date 

05/05/2009 > 



2863(E) 

Date 

9/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 J 



I Tahsil: Karjat 


District: Raigad 

State: Maharashtra 

1 Mandavane 

2237 

Date 

21/06/2005 

12/3/2010 


4338 

Date 

10/11/2006 



1187(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 V 



2844(E) 

Date 

4/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 j 



1809 
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2 Bhailvadi 2237 Date 21/06/2005 ^ 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 ^ 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 [ 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 - 

12/3/2010 

3 Kadav 2237 Date 21/06/2005 - 

4338 Date 10/11/2006 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 > 

12/3/2010 

4 Ganegaon Chincholi 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

4338 Date 10/11/2006 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 > 

12/3/2010 

5 Salvad 2237 Date 21/06/2005 ^ 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 ^ 

12/3/2010 

6 Vakkas 2237 Date 21/06/2005 - 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 ^ 

12/3/2010 

> 

7 Pimploli Budruk 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 > 

12/3/2010 

8 Talavade Khurd 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

4338 Date 1d/H/2006 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 . 

12/3/2010 

9 Dahiwali 2237 Date 21/06/2005 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 - 

12/3/2010 

>- 

10 Birdoli 2237 Date 21/06/2005 ' 

1187(E) Date 06/05/2009 

2844(E) Date 4/11/2009 

574(E) Date 09/03/2010 . 

1 12/3/2010 



[■■qFn!-Wi^3(ii)] ^ 10, 20104-:? 20, 1932 


I 1 I 2 

—I- 

3 

I 

4 1 

11 Mohili 

2237 

Date 

21/06/2005 ' 

12/3/2010 


1187(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 



2844(E) 

Date 

4/11/2009 

r 


574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 - 


12 Nikop 

2237 

Date 

21/06/2005 

1 12 / 3/2010 


1187(E) 

Date 

06/05.^2009 



2844(E) 

Date 

4/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 -J 


13 Pashane 

2237 

Date 

21/06/2005 >j 

12 / 3/2010 


4338 

Date 

10/if /2006 



1187(E) 

Date 

06/05/2009 



2844(E) 

Date 

4/11/2009 



574(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 > 



11^To be published under Rule ^^^»e P & M P (ARUL) 

Rules 1963, framed under Section 17 of P & MP (ARUL) 

Act, 1962 in official Gazette of IndiaQ 

[F, No. L-14014/23/2010-GP] 
SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 


9 2010 


OT. 928.— m -31^) 1962 

(1962 gjT 50) % tor 2 (cr) % 3RI%, feim % 


1^, 


TOnrgvr, 22 2005q^g^l^, 


^5ro3Tro 259 18 2005 SRT giilif?T, #r hish^isi 

witn % -siftRnT m arsN) 1963 ^ 4 % (1) % sn^ (1) % 

ai^rptw 'Sifirajiff % Jf, atRoft.fr.OTt.t!?!., qsnftsm, ^ ^la" ^ ^ ^itenr 

Pri|?r^ w% 3^ m waiter l^%, % wfsf %, 313 ^ ^ ^ 4 if 

TF351 % vtigr, 3WHI4I4 #r #?irjT 1^ if w 3#fe?r giff^ % aiiwF ^ ^ ^ ^>4ifer 

^ ?nft^ a5f tftw airar |i 


1117 G»1 0—7 
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1 

fei^: 

TFST: 

^r. 


VRT 6('J) ^ 'SffT. R’iic») 

^ ^ niO<g 

1 

2 

3 

4 


1 1301 08/04/2005 

2695 ^ 20/09/2007 

2904(<W) 06/12/2008 

573(3T) 09/03/2010 

12/03/2010 

► 

2 1301 08/04/2005 

4828 11/12/2006 

2695 20/09/2007 

2904(3T) ^ 06/12/2008 

573(3f) 09/03/2010 ^ 

12/03/2010 

► 

3 im 1301 08/04/2005 

2695 fcri* 20/09/2007 

2904(3r) ftro; 06/12/2008 

573(3f) 09/03/2010 

12/03/2010 

> 


\S*fPTT 






1301 


08/04/2005 


12/03/2010 

2695 

Rnfcb 

20/09/2007 

>■ 


2904(^) 


06/12/2008 


573(3t) 


09/03/2010 
__I_ J. 







1 

RigHdill 

1301 


08/04/2005 



12/03/2010 



2695 


20/09/2007 






2904(3{) 


06/12/2008 


r 




573(3T) 


09/03/2010 




2 

OTRTTl^(!n4t^) 

1301 


08/04/2005 



12/03/2010 



4828 


11/12/2006 






2695 


20/09/2007 


y 




2904(3T) 


06/12/2008 






573(3T) 


09/03/2010 

> 







1 


1182 


29/03/2005 



12/03/2010 



64 

RhI'S 

07/01/2008 






3167 

F^’ll'cb 

22/10/2007 






3350 


16/12/2008 









1 'Tm II- 



: 3T^ 10, 2010/^ 20, 1932 



_ 1813 

c 

J 2 

_J_ 

3 


I 


4 1 

1 


2843(3r) 


04/11/2009 



-z- 

12/03/2010 



3240(3r) 


15/12/2009 


► 




573(3t) 

1^*1 i<b 

09/03/2010 




2 

45THTo5T 

1182 


29/03/2005 



12/03/2010 



3167 


22/10/2007 






3350 


16/12/2008 


L 




2843(3T) 


04/11/2009 


r 




3240(3T) 


15/12/2009 






573(3T) 


09/03/2010 

J 



3 

*rFft 

1182 

1^4(43 

29/03/2005 



12/03/2010 



3167 


22/10/2007 






3350 


16/12/2008 


V 




673(3T) 

R-iKS 

09/03/2010 




4 


1182 

R*1lch 

29/03/2005 



12/03/2010 



3167 

R’ilcb 

22/10/2007 






3350 


16/12/2008 


>■ 




2843(>3T) 

Ri(43 

04/11/2009 




— 


573(3T) 

Rii«h 

09/03/2010 

J 




1962^ yTTTl7^ ^iTf%cT*^f^i^m #t 
(^ ^ % 3^flw ^ ^{^) 

4 ^ 3T^ti^ tlRrl ^(chK % TRtj^ ^ gcBT^M2,^*3 

T^.-14014/26/2010-^.Tff. ] 
■^6 

New Delhi, the 9th April, 2010 

s. o. 928.— In pursuance of powers conferred by Explanation 1 in sub-rule (1) of 
Rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Rules, 1963, I, D,S. Dhotre, authorised by Government of India, Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas vide Notification S.O. 259 dated 18^^ January, 2005 
(published in the Gazette of India on 22’'^* January, 2005) under Section 2(a) of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962) to perform the functions of Competent Authority for laying natural gas 
pipelines by M/s Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Limited (RGTIL) in the 
State of Maharashtra, in consultation with M/s RGTIL, to whom the Right of User in 
land in that area has been vested and in whom the ownership of pipeline in that area 
vests, hereby declare the dates, mentioned in Column 4 of the Schedule annexed 
herewith, as the dates of termination of RoU operation in Districts Latur, Osmanabad 
and Solapur in the State of Maharashtra. 
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Schedule 


1 Tahsil: Nilanga f 

District: Latur 

State: Maharashtra 

Sr 


S.O. No. & Date of Notification Under 

Date of Termination of 

No. 

Village 

sub-section (1) of Section 6 

Operation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

Mamdapur 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 

> 



2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 ^ 


2 

Hatarga(Ha!si) 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 ^ 

12/03/2010 



4828 

Date 

11/12/2006 




2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 




2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 j 


3 

Handra! 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 ^ 

12/03/2010 



2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 

y 



2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 


_ __— 1— — 1 

Tahsli: Umarga 

District: Osmanabad 

State: Maharashtra 

1 

Bori 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 

V 



2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 
_ - _ 



I 

Tahsil: Osmanabad 

District: Osmanabad 

State: Maharashtra 

1 

Vitthalwadi 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 




2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 


2 

Osmanabad(Rural) 

1301 

Date 

08/04/2005 

12/03/2010 



4828 

Date 

11/12/2006 




2695 

Date 

20/09/2007 




2904(E) 

Date 

06/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 


TahsU: Karmala 

District: Solapur 

State: Maharashtra 

1 

Karanje 

1182 

Date 

29/03/2005 

12/03/2010 



64 

Date 

07/01/2008 

V 



3167 

Date 

22/10/2007 




3350 

Date 

16/12/2008 




2843(E) 

Date 

04/11/2009 




3240(E) 

Date 

15/12/2009 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 

L_.- 
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2 

Karmaia 

1182 

3167 

3350 

2843(E) 

3240(E) 

573(E) 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

29/03/2005 

22/10/2007 

16/12/2008 

04/11/2009 

15/12/2009 

09/03/2010 j 

- T 1 

12/03/2010 

► 

3 

Mangi 

1182 

Date 

29/03/2006 ' 

12/03/2010 



3167 

Date 

22/10/2007 




3350 

Date 

16/12/2008 




573(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 


4 

Ravgaon 

1182 

Date 

29/03/2005 

12/03/2010 



3167 

Date 

22/10/2007 




3350 

Date 

WMllOOQ 

’ 



2843(E) 

Date 

04/11/2009 




673(E) 

Date 

09/03/2010 j 



^To be published under Rule 4 of the P& MP (ARUL) 
Rules 1963, framed under Section 17 of P& MP (ARUL) 
Act, 1962 in official Gazette of India?] 


(F. No. L-14014/26/2010-GP] 
SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 


9 2010 

3n. 929.—3fl^ ^#FiT ^ 3 rr) 3?ilif5m, i962 

(l962 ^ 50) ^ 2 (9R) % 3RRW, 

(anr.^.zt. sn^.^FT-) ^ srt jritT ttht Jf % Mi5Mtnig>i tsRjif ^ % 

^ ^ % f^, 1TOT ^ gi^frl'* % H^Nil ITRW % TTJIW 

11 Rra, 2006 ^ ^.3IT. 960 07 »W, 2006, IRT R^^SRPRT, 

?f,#.3TI?.<iit^^, #T l#F5r RT§q?lI^ (ijpf if SRRRT % arfl^JR ^ -SRr) f^RRlcI#, 1963 

^ 4 % 3R-f^ (l) % ^ ^ 0? airesir (l) ^ 3RI% 3fjlR)Rf % Sgq WH 


aiR.^.fr.snf.R^. 1^<H6 ^raifejR, ot ^ Jr ^3 R#t^ arf^ra^Ri^iflrr wl # 1 : ^ 

R HI5M<9|§>1 ^ t, % RTIRS'f %, RRT 4 Jf gJRIR TTHT % if 

q?R gi^l^ % RT^q^rriR fetsiq 36% % ggFR CRT RRifer ^ Rifi# ^ i 
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33 ^ 



felHT 8 3J^ 







»Tfcr^ ^ 

<l)l,'CHl.'ieK >3n< o(l) <D 

5W15R ^ dlOtel 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

\i*R( 

4923 18.12.2006 

575 (3T) rnte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

2 

%1FI 

1963(3?) 19.11.2007 

575 (a) ?rfte[ 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

3 


1963 (a?) 19.11.2007 

22.03.2010 

4 

cbHK 

1963(3?) ?rrfe 19.11.2007 

575 (3t) 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

5 


1963 (3T) Wlfte 19.11.2007 

575 (3l) 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 



fer^TT 8 55^ 

T1^8 ^p??^ 





'3T.^. 


^.a??.^ a?R ^ 6 (1) ^ arw aitg^R? 

5l^n?H ^*fiRd ^ difl^ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

clfl^llcl 

1963 (3l) tlrtte 19.11.2007 

575 (a) ?rtte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

dS^lul 8 rfti4W> 

i^TcTT 8 

<ivHi g 







^*3??,^^ a??? ^jRT 6(i) ^ 

^ dite 


1 

2 

3 

4 

1 


1963(3?) 19.11.2007 

575 (3?) 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

2 

cl'Jlc^ 

1963(3?) 19.11.2007 

575 (5f) mfR3 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

3 

3TniT 

1963(3?) cnfte 19.11.2007 

575 ( 3 ?) 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

4 


1963(3?) 19.11.2007 

575 (a) 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

5 

Hrl^lHT 

1963 ( 3 ?) ?T??^ 19.11.2007 

575 ( 3 ?) rnft?^ 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

6 


1963 (a) fmte 19.11.2007 

575 ( 3 ?) 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

7 


1963(3?) mfte 19.11.2007 

575 ( 3 ?) ?nfte 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

8 


1963(3?) 19.11.2007 

575 (a) ?mt?i 09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 


n 


I . K. I i#.t -M .1 










8 

.. i 1 z.yj , lyjz 

VII 8 

__ 18 

TIvril 2 TTolllH 



^ ?7RT 6(l) ^ v3r^ 3lfef^HI 
^ aiO<g 


1 

9 

2 

fflfTT 

3 

^•yr\ 11 ft ■ ■ ^ . . 

4 


575 (3T) rirto 09.03.2010 


22.03.2010 


^ 'TifqaiiH (i^ ^ ^ aifIrajR ^ 3T3h) 

3lf^. 1862 ^ STO 17 * ^ 

(’jpr ^ gqiim % gn 3Rk) Pm, 1963 * ^ 

% TMM?f ^ 


[■^^. '^^.-14014/25/2010-'oit.it.J 
1% w ■q^, 3?^ 


New Delhi, the 9th April, 2010 


S. O. 929.—In putsuance of powers conferred by Explanation(I) in sub rule(I) of Rule 4 of the 


Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules,1963, I, 
V.LGohil appomted by Government of India^ Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas vide 


Notification S.O.960 dated 07th March,2006 (Published in the Gazette of India on 11th 


March^OOb) under Section 2(a) of the Petroleum & Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act,l%2 (50 of 1962) to perform the functions of Competent Authority for laying 
natural gas pipelines by M^ Reliance Gas Transportation Infrastructure Limited (RGTIL) in 
the State of Gujarat, in consultation with RGTIL, to whom the Right of User in the land in 
that area has been vested and in whom the ownership of the pipeline in that area vests, hereby 
declare the dates, mentioned in Column 4 of the Schedule annexed herewith, as the dates of 


termination of RoU operation in District Surat in the State of Gujarat. 
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Tehsil: Olpad 

District: Surat 

State: Gujarat 


Sr.No. 

Village 

S.O.No. and Date of Notification under sub* 
section (1) of Section 6 

Date of Termination of 
Operation 


1 

2 

3 

4 


1 

Umara 

4923 Date.18.12.2006 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

2 

Gothan 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

3 

Vasv^ri 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

22.03.2010 

4 

Kanad 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

5 

Saroli 

1%3(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

Tehsil: Surat City 
CEailier Tehsil Choryasi) 

District: Surat 

State: Gujarat 


1 

2 

3 

4 


1 

Variyav 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 


Tehsil: Choryasi 

District: Surat 

State: Gujarat 


1 

2 

3 

4 


1 

Vihal 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

2 

Vankala 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

3 

Okha 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

4 

Bhesan 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

5 

Malgama 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

6 

Asarma 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

7 

Ichchhapor 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 

8 

Damka 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575rEl Date.09.03.2010 . _ _ 

22.03.2010 

9 

Mora 

1963(E) Date.19.11.2007 

575(E) Date.09.03.2010 

22.03.2010 


[To be published under Rule 4 of the P&MP (ARUL) Rules 1963, framed under 
Section 17 of P&MP (ARUL) Act,1962 in official Gazette of India.l ^ 

----- [FrNbTL-l'4014/25/2010-GPl 

SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy, 











W ^ : arfe lo, 2010/^ 20, 1932 


I8!9 


OT Tjig* i\^i\ \ i WIcW 

Rcnl, 12 2010 

■^.arr. 930 .—aJ'siilw feK arfvf^, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ »JRT 17 ^ aT5?Rtj| ^ 

v^. ^ ^ ^ ^ c F RT ^ 

afy^lPioji ^ 

^y^5^(UT/?^lT Tu 2 , -% Trm 

130/2000) 12 - 4-10 

^ ^ f an «T[ I 

[U T^^-20012/139/2000-ani37R(T?t-I)] 

MINIS'! RY OF LABOUR AND H^MPLOYMENT 
New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S, O. 930.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 130/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
Anri2?E«re in Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s B.C.C.L. and their 
workman, which was received by the Centra! Government 
on 12-4-2010. 

[No. L-20012/139/2000-IR(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXiJiir. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENl 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT 

Shri H.M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Sectlt^ff tflC!) 
{d)oftheI.D.Acl, 1947 

Reference No. 130 of 2000 

Parties; Employers in relation to the management of NLOCr, 
C. V. Area of M/s.BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman; Mr.R.N.Ganguly, Advocate 
On behalf of the employers: Mr. D.K. Vemia, Advocate 
State ; Jharkhand Industry ; Coal Dated : Dhanbad, 
the 19th FebVLiary,2010. 

AWARD 

1.1 he Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powefs conferred on them under Section 
I0(i)(d) of the l.D.Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No.L-20012/139,/2000-IR (O I), dated the 27th September, 
2000 . 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of NLOCP, 
C.V. Area of M/s. BCCL in not regutaiising 


Sri Rajfeshwar Prasad as Loading Clerk is justified ? 
If not, to what relief is the concerned workman entitled 
and from what date?” 

2. In this case a petition has been filed by the 
concerned workman praying therein to pass a No dispute 
Award on the ground that he is not willing to contest the 
case. No objection has been raised on behalf of the 
management in view of such prayer of the concerned 
workman. 

3. Since the concerned workman involved in the 
dispute is not willing to contest the case and has prayed to 
pass a *No dispute' Award, I do not find any reason to drag 
on the case suo motu any more.Under such circumstances, 
a 'No dispute’ Award is passed in this case presuming non¬ 
existence of any industrial dispute between the parties. 

H.M.SINGH, Presiding Officer 

M 12 ■RT^, 2010 

1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ yRT 17 '4*, 3?f9> 

^ ^ 3ftT ^ 

^ 223/ 

2002) ^ ^ ^ 10-3-2010 

^ «^T I 

[Tf. T3:^-I20l2/99/2002-3nf3tR(^-lI)J 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S. O. 931.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, .1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemment hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 223/ 
lOOJ) Ofthe Central Govemment Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-1, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexurc 
in Indurtrial Dispute between the employyers in relation to 
the hlSnflgerTtem of Bank of Baroda and their workman, 
whieh was received by the Central Government on 
10-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/99/2002-1 K(B-ll)j 
S. PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEKDKL shri GVaNENDIU KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER-CENTIULGOVERNMENI 
INOUS'I RIAL TRIBUNAI^CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Ca.se No, I.D. No. 223/2002 

Shri Gaurav Kumar S/o Shri K.S. Malhoira, 107/2, South 
Model Gram, Ludhiatsa-141001 

....Applicant 
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Versus 

'j he Regional Manager, Bankof Baroda, Regional Office 
Punjab, Bank Square, Sector-!7-B,Chandigarh-14100! 

....Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

Porthe workman: Shri Raj Kaushik 
Tor the ni3nsgement: Shri B. B. Bagga 

AWARD 

Passed on: 22-2-2010 

1 .Central Government vide notification No.L-12012/ 

9V^2002 : dated 24-09-2002, has referred the 

follow ing dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

' Whether the workman has completed 240 dpys 
service or not'? If so, winViher the action of the 
luanagcment of Bank of Baroda in terminating the 
■e? vwes of Shri Gaurav Kumar S/o Shri Prakash 
fhand. Peon w e.f 7-1-2002 - just and legal? If not, 
whai 1 chef the workman is ent; led to and from which 
date'?” 

2 Case utken up for recording the evidestte of the 
workman. Shn Raj Kai'shik legal representative of the 
work'ran sia-^ 2 iha-' the workaian has not come despite the 
inibrmation given to him and app>"ars to be not interested 
to pursue his reference. In vtcsv of the above, as the 
worktroin is not coming to pursue his case, the present 
claim in reference is relunied to me Central Government for 
want of prosecution.Central Government be informed,File 
be condgned. 

Chandigarh 

22-02-2010 

G.K.S! lARMA, Presiding Officer 
12-qf^, 2010 

■g^T.3TT. 932,— tel? 1947 (1947. 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

^ ^ ^ 3fR -3^ 4>44 >kT ^ 

4’ fdi^ 

(tp^ 4 *4. gS/ 

2008) Wf%o i, ^ i0-3~)0) 

^ tJFd ^311 5411 

[n Tj;^-120i2/42/2008-:3Tr|3^R(^-ll)] 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S.O. 932.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.28/2008) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 


[Part 11— Sfc. 3(ii)j 

Emakulam now as shown m the Annexure in Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Corporation Bank and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10-3-10. 

[No, L-120 l2/42/2008-iR(B.U)] 
U.S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

INTHECENTIULGOVERNMENTINDlJS^nUAL 
TRlBUNALCUM-l^ABOURCOURT, ERNAKUIAM 

Prescai t Shri.P L. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Friday the 23rd day of February, 2010/4th Falguna, 


1931) 

1 D. 28/2008 

Workman 

; R. Chandra Babu, 

Ambalathuvilakom Puihen Veedu, 
Muthiyavila,Kattakada P.O., 
Thiruvananthapuram. 


By Adv.Shri. Vijyachandra 'Babu. 

IV1anagen5«??tl 

: The Managing Director, 
Corporation Bank, 

Mangaladevi Temple Road, 
P.B.No. 88, Mangalore-575001. 


By Adv. Vivek Varghcsc. 


This case coming up for hearing on 29-01-2010, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 23-02-2010 passed the 
following.: 


AWARD 

This is a reic?cri;c made under Section 10 (i)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The reference is: 

‘‘Whether the action on part of management of 
Corporation Bank in discharging the service of 
the workman, Shri R. Chandra Babu.. Pecit w.e.f, 

19-04-1497 is justified? What relief the workman is 
entitled to'.’” 

2, The locts of the case in brief are as Ibllows:— 
Sri R.Chandra Babu, the workman in this case was 
appointed as ‘b'on in Trivandrum branch of Corporalion 
Bank on03-!0-i985.He worked as such till 19-01-1997. In 
1996 the bank initiated disciplinary action on the ground 
that he had made false statement in an affidavit submitted 
to the bank regarding his caste and secured the job.A 
domestic enquiry was conducted and he was found guilty 
of the charge.'fhe Disciplinary Authority discharged him 
from service on 19-04-1997. The appeal filed by him was 
rejected. The workman then raised the dispute. 

3. According to the workman he Hied an affidavit 
before the bank at the time of appoinment based on his 
school leaving certificate regarding caste. He was 
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sponsered by the employment exchange. The government 
order that the workman does not belong to schedule tribe 
is based on report of KIRTADS (Kerala Institute for 
Research, Training and Development Studies).It is not a 
statutory body and the workman was not heard before 
drawing a report against him. The workman wasknot given 
an opportunity to make representation regarding the 
findings of Enquiry Officer.The Appellate Authority did 
not afford personal hearing before disposal of appeal.The 
management has no complaint regarding his work and 
conduct in the office. The punishment imposed is highly 
excessive. I he workman is unemployed after his discharge 
from service. He is entitled to be reinstated. 

4. According to the management the enquiry was 
conducted in compliance with the procedure and principles 
of natural justice. It is as per the order of the government 
that disciplinary action was taken against the workman. A 
copy of the enquiry report w^ given to the workman calling 
for his remarks and the workman had made submissions. 
The disciplinary authority had considered the submission 
of the workman and heard him before imposing the 
punishment, fhe Appellate Authority had heard the 
workman before deciding the appeal. It is the government 
that referred the caste issue of different persons to 
KIRTADS.'I'hcrc is long delay in raising the dispute.The 
workman has no right to remain in service after securing 
the job by misleading the bank. 

5. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration: 

1. Arc the findings sustainable? 

2. Is the punishment proper? 

6. The evidence consist of Ext. MI Enquiry File 

alone. 

7. Point No. IIt is an admitted fact that the name of 
the workman was sponsered by employment exchange. 
His caste in the list sent by Employment Exchange, 
Neyyattinkara is ’Malapandaram'. At the time of 
appointment the personal inventory of the workman was 
prepared and signed by the workman. His caste is shown 
as 'Malapandaram' in the inventory (Ext.MS), It was written 
by workman himself Ext.M I in the Enquiry file is the list 
sent by employment exchange to the bank.Ext.M2 is a letter • 
of the bank cal i ing the workman for interview and requiring 
him to produce 7 documents, one of which is his caste 
certificate. He did not produce the caste certificate. Ext.M 3 
is the appointment order and he was asked to Join duty and 
produce photographs, proof regarding age and educational 
qualification, testimonials from two respectable persons 
and relieving certificate from last employer, if any. Ext. M 4 
is the letter submitted by the workman to the bank reporting 
for duty and producing documents required in the 
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appointment order. At that time no caste certificate wah 
demanded. But by Ext. M6 dated 18-M986 the bank 
demanded caste certificate. The worker instead of 
producing a caste certificate, filed an affidavit stating that 
he belongs to Malapandaram community. The Government 
by Ext. M8 (a) order dated 3-6-1995 informed the bank 
regarding the caste of the worker that he did not belong to 
Scheduled Tribe and directed the bank to take action. It Is 
then that the bank commenced disciplinary action against 
the workman by issuing a charge sheet. The charge sheet 
contains 2 allegations: 

(1) knowingly making false statement in any 
document pertaining to and in connection with his 
employment in the bank clause 19.5 (m) of Bipartite 
Settlement. 

(2) doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the bank 
Clause 19.5 (j). 

It is mentioned in the enquiry report that at the cskI 
of evidence of the management the workman was 
questioned by the Enquiry Officer regarding evidence 
appearing agaist him. The workman then admitted that he 
was aware that he did not belong to Malapandaram 
community. Based on the-personal inventory made by the 
workman and the affidavit filed before bank as well as the 
admission of the workman during questioning by the 
Enquiry Officer that he was aware that he did not belong to 
Scheduled Tribe and his community was only Pandaram 
which is not a Scheduled Tribe category, that the Enquiry 
Officer found him guilty of making a false slaicmcnt in the 
documents for securing a job in the bank. Such act was 
held to be prejudicial to the interest of the bank. 

8. The main contention of the learned counsel for the 
workman is that the workman had not deliberately created 
any false document but had filed an affidavit based on 
school records like admission register and S.S.L.C. At the 
time of admission he was not aware of his community and 
the information to the school was furnished by his parents. 
So also the community was shown as Malapandaram in 
the list forwarded by the Employment Exchange to the bank. 

It may be true that in his young age he would not have 
been aware that his community was not Malapandaram , It 
has come out in evidence that his brother is employed in 
State Bank of Travancore and disciplinary action was taken 
against him also on the basis of the same Government 
order. But the Labour Court, Kollam had reduced the 
punishment by ordering reinstatement as the junior most 
employee of his category. His sister who is facing the same 
disciplinary action is in the police department. But tlic 
workman did not produce a caste certificate at the time o( 
interview or even subsequently. It has to be presumed 
from the circumstances that he did sodelibratcly, knowing 
that he did not belong to Scheduled Tribe cominuruiy. 
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Hence his av -rmcius in Mie ondexet and entry in personal 
inventory an' laEc, 1'he tindir ;,s o' enquiry oliiec. is 
theiefort; beyond reproach. 

9. Rcaarding compliance vvsO'i the principles of naiural 
justice the cnquir>' report shows that the workman was 
defended by a di'fence representative. He had fnlly 
participated in the enquiry. He was given opportunity to 
adduced defence evidence. A copy cTthe report w^as given 
by the discipiinan,' authority calling for his remarks, He 
was heard regarding proposed punishrnen! by thv 
disciplinary .uithority. I'he Appellate Authority also heard 
him before appeal was decided Thus ample oppoilurdiy 
was given and principies of natural Justice were complied 
with and I arn not able to find any lapse in the pRwvJure in 
enquiry 

10. Point No. 2 :—The punishment imposed is 
discharge rrom service. According to tlte workman the 
punishment is highly excessive tie Is unemployed ever 
since he was discharged from service. He is the sole bread 
winner of his fartuiy He has not done anything deliberately. 
I'he workman was appointed on 3-!0-i985 and was 
discharged from service on 19-4-1997 almost after 12 years' 
service. No doubt there is a long delay in raising the dispute. 
Though he was discharged from service in 1997 he raised 
the dispute only after 10 years. The reason for the delay is 
explained in para 12 of his claim statement. The reason is 
that his brother who is working in Slate bank oFTra vane ore 
faced the same disciplinary action. But the Labour Court 
interfered with the punishment of termination from service 
and ordered reinstatement as junior most emp loyee of his 
category. The workman, it is said , waited for the verdict in 
respect of his brother before raising the dispute. 1 hat is 
how the delay occurred. The caste of the brother of the 
workman is not disputed by the management. But the 
management docs not agree that both cases are similar. 
The workman has produced notification regarding 
publication of award passed by Labour Court, Kollam along 
with a copy of award. It shows that the misconduct is same 
and the award was published in GazzeUe of India on 
31-1-2006. He was ordered to be reinstated as junior most 
in the cadre Vviihcut back wages and atte.idant benefits. 

I ]. it is submitted by the learned counsel for the 
workman on the basis of 3 decisions of Hon’bie Supreme 
Court reported in 1991-Il-Ll.J 6.5, 1997 SCC(L&S) iSOy, 
1998 see (L&S) 1116 as well as a decision of Bombay i ugh 
Court reported in 1999-IlI-LLJ (Suppli) 1392 that action taken 
after long delay has deprived hiiv of the chance of alternate 
employment and the punishment is harsh. On facts the 
decisions of Hon‘ble Supreme Court do not squarely apply 
to the case on nand. However dicision of Bombay High 
Court is relevant. There an employee of State of 
Maharashtra who was in the Medical and Health 
Service Department for 7 years, was terminated from 
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service h;, die - n 
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it appears that in both cases in:. 

:-n;nioyce 

submitted false 

casts certificates to obtain joi i 
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in the instant ct 

:sc no caste certificate was pvi: 

4 need by 

the workman '■ 

i the decisions refcited by d 

c learned 

counsel are noi 

xquarely applicable lo the ca:.c 

vCi hand. 

12.1iowe’ 

v’er the workman had submitted a 

a affidavit 

stating that ho belonged to 'MalapandaranT ctw> 

vmmily, a 

scheduled tribe. 
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uSiS of his 

school records. 
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after 6 months' i 
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. 0 He was 

then aged 28 ve; 

t'is. At the time of terminated tr: 

;):• service 

he was aged 3 8} 
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D has wife 

and 2 children ai 
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hi.s family. 
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ion that he would continue 
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led down in life. The sap ol las 

■.scab was 
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)ank ibr 12 years. At this ay. 
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difficult to gc' 
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action, is altogether a different question itui here the 
question is wiieilier the workman can lake idvan.iagc of 
his own wrong. I he workman alone cannot be blamed for 
the situafion. Had the bank done its duty prciperiy, at the 
appropriate lime the problem would not have arisen. 1 he 
worker too would not have been put to an awkward 
situation. No doubt the misconduct proved is gross 
miscondaci for which punishment siuuiid be 
commcpsurate But for gross misconduci several 
punishment are provided in Clause 19.6 oftlie I ii s! Bipartite 
Settle.neiU as foflows :— 
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19.6 An employee found guilty of gross misconduct 

may: 

(a) be dismissed without notice; or 

(b) be warned or censured, or have an adverse 
remark entered against him; or 

(c) be fined; or 

(d) have his increment stopped; or 

(e) have his misconduct condoned and be merely 
“discharged. 

Anyone of the punishments can be imposed 
depending upon the gravity of the misconduct. 
Considering the long delay in taking disciplinary action, 
the number of years of service of the workman in the bank, 
his performance and conduct, his age and the poor family 
background, I don’t think the maximum punishment is 
warranted in this case. Since the workman Is otherwise 
qualified for the post, he shall be allowed to continue till 
superannuation but without back wages or attendant 
benefits or continuity of service or further increments or 
promotion. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in discharging the workman from 
service is not fair and just. The management is directed to 
reinstate him in service within a period of one month on 
publication of the award, but without back wages, attendant 
benefits, continuity of service, future increments and 
promotion. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 23rd 
day of February, 2010. 

P. L.NORBERT, Presiding Officer 


Appendix 


Witness for the Workman 

- 

Nil 

Witness for the Management 

- 

Nil 

Exhibit for the Workman 

- 

Nil 

Exhibit for the Management 

- 



Ml - Enquiry File. 

12 2010 

933.—1947 (1947 ^ 
14) ^ ™ 17 ^ 

^ ^ +44)KT ^ 

q:tHlchdH RW 12/ 


2009) ^ t, # ■?ri 10 - 3-2010 

^ I 

[Tl. Tr^-120l2/74/2008-^3^K(^-ll)] 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S. O, 933.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 12/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Emakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the the employees in relation to the 
management of Central Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
10-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/74,/2008-IR(B-II)] 
U.S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THECENTRALGOVERNMENT INOUSrrRIAL 
TRI BUNAlX:UM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri.P.L.Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Monday the I st day of March, 2010/10th Falgunam, 1931) 

I. D. 12/2009 

Workman : Shri C. Rajagopalachari, 

Sree Kailas, Samrdhi Nagar-56, 
Asramam, Quilon-691 002. 

By Adv.Sri.Manoj R. Nair. 

Management : The Regional Manager, 

Central Bank of India, P.B.No. 98 
Gopal Building, Thyvila Road, 
Thiruvananthapuram- 695 001 

By Adv. Sir Dcvaii Ramachandran. 

This case coming up for hearing on 01 -03-2010, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed the 
following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10 (l)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act challenging the discipl inary action 
against the workman. 

2. Though both sides entered appearance and filed 
their pleadings when the matter was posted for examination 
of Enquiry Officer repeatedly the management was not ready 
and the Enquiry Officer remained absent always. In the 
circumstances it is unnecessary to keep the case pending 
indefinitely. It is for the management to prove that a proper 
enquiry was conducted and the charges stand proved 
as per the evidence adduced in the enquiry. Since the 
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management has not attempted to prove the same the 
enquiry cannot stand. 

'In the result as award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in compulsorily retiring the 
workman, Sri Rajagopalachari from serv'ice is not legal and 
justified and the workman is entitled to be reinstated with 
back wages and consequential benefits. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed' by me on this the 1st 
day of March, 2010. 

P. L NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

Appendix - Nil 

12 2010 

934.---aMfwfen^ 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ W 17 ^ 

^ ( 7 k 4 -^tm\ 2/2008) 

^ yeFlf^lcl ^ 10-3-2010 

f3iT «n 1 

[4. l^-12012/102/2007-3I]|37R(4t-{I)] 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S. O. 934.—In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.2/2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in Industrial 
Dispute between the the employees in relation to the 
management of Indian Bank and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 10-3-2010. 

INo. L-120l2/102/2007-IR(B-lI)] 
U.S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE n IE CENTILALGOVEI^MENT 
INDUSTRIAI/rRIBUNALCUM-LABOURCOURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday , the 4th March, 2010 
Present: A.N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 2/2008 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Indian Bank and their 
workman) 


Shri S.P.Kumar : Petitioner/1 Party 

Vs. 

The General Manager : Respondenl/ll Parly 

Indian Bank Head OlTice 

RajajiSalai 

Chennai-600001 

APPEAIUNCE 

For the Petitioner: M/s. K.M.Ramesh 
For the Management: M/s. T.S.Gopalan & Co. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No.L-i 2012/102/2007-IR (B-II) dated 
17-12-2007 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action ofthe Management of Indian 
Bank., Chennai in compulsorily retiring Shri S.P. Kumar, 
Sub-staff is fair and legal? If not, what relief he is entitled 
to ?” 

2. After the receipt ofthe Industrial Dispute, the 
referred ID was taken on file as ID 2/2008. Both sides entered 
appearance through their respective counsel and filed their 
Claim and Counter Statement as the case may be 

3, The averments in the Claim Slalcmcnl briclly 
read as follows: 

The petitioner while was Sub-staff in Nanganallur 
branch of the Respondent /Bank was issued a Show Cause 
Notice dated 24-6-2002 for'unauthorized iransi'er of 
Rs. 6,000 from SB A/c No. 6029 of Mr. V.Bharati Raj at the 
instance of the petitioner to his SBA/c 5086 on 
24-1-2001 without the authority of the customer. The 2nd 
Charge Sheet dated 16-10-2002 was issued alleging the 
petitioner to have had fraudulently withdrawn from SB 
A/c No. 6029 of V.Bharati Raj. The disciplinary proceeding 
against him is against principles of natural justice. His 
suspension is malafide. The enquiry conducted on 1st 
Charge Sheet was not impartial. The Enquiry Officer was 
personally biased against him. The management witness 
has not given any adverse comments against the I st party. 
The enquiry is not fair or proper but is vitiated, ’['he enquiry 
on the 2nd Charge Sheet also was not fair or proper. There 
were two enquiry reports. Common Show Cause Notice 
dated 6-10-2003 proposing punishment of Compulsory 
Retirement with superannuation benefits was issued to 
him . The petitioner submitted reply denying guilt. On 
10-4-2002, the punishment was imposed, The appeal 
preferred was rejected on 10-6-2006. The punishment is 
illegal, unjustified and improper and is victimization in unfair 







1825 


W ^ xrsm ; 10,2010/^ 20, 1932 


labour practice. The petitioner did not indulge m any 
misappropriation. The petitioner was not given opportunity 
to properly defend the charges. He was not given 
opportunity to examine the documents. No sufficient 
opportunity was given to cross-examine the management 
witness. The findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse 
made without proper appreciation of the evidence. There 
is no proper application of mind by the Enquiry Officer, 
the Disciplinary Authority or the Appellate Authority, 
fhere is no necessity for two Charge Sheets or two enquiry 
proceedings. The Tribunal may re-appreciate the evidence 
under Section -1 lA of the ID Act. It is prayed that the 
punishment be held illegal and unjustified and the petitioner 
be reinstated into service with all attendant benefits. 

4. Bereft of unnecessary details, the contentions 
raised in the Counter Statement are as follows: 

On 24-1 -2001, the petitioner seemed to present a 
Bank Debit Voucher for debiting SB A/c No. 6029 of one V. 
Bharati Raj for Rs. 6,000 with the petitioner's signature on 
the back side for transfer to his SB A/c No. 5086 to the 
Ledger Clerk Shankar Subramanian stating that the account 
holder had promised to issue a confirmation cheque in his 
favour and the amount may be transferred to his account. 
Accordingly, the sum was transferred by entries in the 
Ledger made by the concerned clerk on passing of voucher 
by Officer M. Chandrasekhar. By that transfer the account 
of petitioner with a debit balance of Rs. 5,673 resulted in a 
credit balance of Rs. 326. There was no confirmation cheque 
from account holder of SB A/c No. 6029. On 
2-5-2002, the account holder came to know the petitioner 
having had unauthorizedly transferred Rs. 6,000 Irom his 
SB A/g 6029, On 3-5-2002, the account holder Bharati Raj 
complained in writting about the same and demanded credit 
of the sum with interest to his account. The petitioner was 
suspended on^30-5-2002. Show Cause Notice was issued 
on 24-6-2002 pointing out the misconduct. No reply was 
furnished. Charge Sheet was issued on 8-10-2002. An 
enquiry was conducted from 30-10-2002 to 27-1-2003. On 
27-11-2002 at the instance of the petitioner, Bharati Raj 
wrote a letter to the Branch Manager reporting the petitioner 
to have had remitted Rs. 6,000 with interest to his account 
simultaneously issuing a withdrawal slip for Rs. 6,000. By 
the enquiry report dated 12-4-2003, charge was found 
proved. Copy was furnished to the petitioner to which on 
21 -5-2003 , he gave reply. On 6-10-2003, notice proposing 
punishment of Compulsory Retirement was issued. He 
replied on 19-11-2003. On 25-11-2003, he was heard 
personally. He prayed for punishment short of termination 
of employment. On 5-12-2003, an order of Compulsory 
Retirement with superannuation benefits was passed. On 
17-6-2003 for some other irregularities he was charge 
sheeted and an enquiry was held and order of punishment 
of compulsory retirement was passed on 8-9-2003. Similar 
practices were being perpetrated by the petitioner as 


noticed between 21-12-2OO0 and 15-4-2001. The petitioner 
had been subjected to disciplinary action in 3 vigilance 
cases. The show cause notice dated 6-10-2003 related to 
the Vigilance Case No. 519. The petitioner was given every 
opportunity to vindicate his stand in the enquiry. The 
enquiry is not biased and is not liable to be interfered with. 
The benefits of money enjoyed by the petitioner from 
24-1 -2001 to November, 2002 amounts to misappropriation. 
There is no scope to interfere with the punishment. 

5. The evidence consists of the oral evidence of W W1 
and Ex. Wl to Ex. W3 on the petitioner's side. On the 
Respondent’s side, no oral evidence was adduced and 
Ex. Ml to Ex, M20 were marked of which Ex. Ml to 
Ex. M17 were on consent. 

6. The points for consideration arc: 

(i) Whether the punishment of Compulsory 
Retirement on the petitioner/sub-staff is fair and 
legal ? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled ? 

Points (i)and (ii) 

7. The learned counsel for the petitioner limited his 
arguments to the aspect that on Ex. M6 complaint dated 
04-05-2002, the petitioner was proceeded against which 
complaint was withdrawn by the same complainant under 
Ex. Mil since the petitioner in the meantime remitted 
the amount in the debit balance being Rs. 6,000. He 
continued to argue that there was no need to continue the 
proceedings against the petitioner and that there is no loss 
to the bank. According to him the complaint was only to 
get back the money. There is no misconduct warranting 
any disciplinary action culminating in any punishment. 

8. The contra argument on behalf of the Respondent/ 
Management advanced by its learned counsel is that it is 
the propensity to be dishonest which tempted the petitioner 
to commit the misconduct of illegally transferring 
Rs. 6,000 from the account of complainant, Bharati Raj viz. 
from SB A/c. No. 6029 to the SB A/c. No. 5086 in the name 
of the petitioner by debiting against the account of Bharati 
Raj and crediting to the account of the petitioner. The sum 
is of Rs. 6,000 with which the credit balance in the account 
of the petitioner showed Rs. 326 as against an overdrawn 
amount of Rs. 5,673 as shown in the ledger account of the 
petitioner at the relevant time. Both the credit and debit 
vouchers are signed by the petitioner. The same is a serious 
misconduct. Though there is no loss occasioned to the 
Bank, there is wrongful gain by the petitioner. The petitioner 
does not deserve any lenient treatment in the matter of 
punishment and therefore there is no scope for interference 
with the punishment as well. 

9. On a consideration of the rival contentions, 1 am 
led to hold that there is noticing wrong with the enquiry or 
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the finding as well as the punishment imposed. The 
punishment imposed is Compulsory Retirement with 
superannuation benefit and the petitioner has already been 
in receipt of the benefits. The punishment is only to be 
kept intact warranting no interference by this Tribunal. 
The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

10.1'he reference is answ'ered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A. transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th March, 2010) 

A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined; 

for the ! Party/Petitioner ; W WI, Sri S. P. Kumar 
For the II Party/Management : None 
Documents Ma/kcd;— 

From the Petitioner’s side 


Fx. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.W! 

12-030003 

Letter of the Defence 
Representative to the Enquiry 
Officer enclosing therewith 
the summing up of the defence 
on the enquiry proceeding held 
against the 1st Party. 

Ex. W2 

17-01-2004 

Appeal submitted to the 
Appellate Authority by the 1st 
Party/Petitioner. 

Ex.W3 

10-06-2006 

Leller from the Chief Manager 
(HRM). HRM Department, 
Head Office of the Respondent 
Bank regarding disposal of the 
Appeal by the Appellate 
Authority. 

On the Management’s side 

Fx. No. 

Date 

Description 

FxMl 

30-05-2002 

Suspension letter issued to 
Petitioner. 

Ex. M2 

24-06-2002 

Show Cause Notice issued to 
the petitioner initiation of 
disciplinary action. 

Ex. M3 

08-10-2002 

Charge memo issued to the 
pelilioncr 

Ex, M4 

- 

EnquiiV proceedings. 

lx M5 

04-05;2002 

Lelle’’ from the Respondent 
to the AGM, Circle Office, 
Office regarding the cornplamt 
letter of customer (ME.!). 


Ex.M6 

04-05-2002 

Complaint letter addressed 
by the customer to the 
Respondent regarding the 
unauthorized transler of 
rnGticy from his accoutn 
(MF..2). 

Ex.M7 


Entiy details in respeef ^>5 

A/c. No. 16029 pertairhigm 

Mr. Bharalhi Raj (ME 3 > 

Ex.M8 

* 

Statement of .\cc uni 
pertaining to the custu! -c. SB 
A/c.No.6029(ME.4). 

Ex.M9 

- 

Statement of Acc.'Uif 
pertaining to tiie pclituincr in 
SB A/c. No. 5086 (ME. 5). 

Fx.MlO 

24-01-2001 

Chailan details of 
remittance in respect c* debit 
entry for a sum of Rs 6,000 
(Mlio). 

Ex.Mll 

04-12-2002 

Letter of the Respondent lo 
the Circle Office enclosing 
the letter from the customer 
(DE.1). 

EX.MI2 

12-04-2003 

Findings of the E.nquin 0! deer 

EN.M613 

16-t>l-2(K)3 

Letter of the Respond ,nu to 
the petitioner enciosim: die 
copy of the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer. 

EX.M14 

21-05-2003 

Reply by the petilionci. 

EX.M15 

06-10-2003 

Second Show Cause Ncuice 
issued to the petitioner 

Ex. M16 

19-11-2003 

Reply by the petitioner 

lxM17 

05-12-2003 

Punishment of comv^uisory 
retirement issued lo live 
petitioner. 

EX.M18 

I7-OO-2002 

Charge Memo issued the 
petitioner. 

rxM19 

07-02-2003 

Letter issued .o the 
petitionee by the 
calling for exp! tnahtei in 
respect ot severe* irregusHitie^ 
committed. 

1/v M20 

0i-O9-2(K)3 

Letter by the Rcspondeiji 


to the General 
Disciplinary AuiSkm ily 
informing the flndinys of 
Enqiiiiy'Officer in rcspcci of 
Charge Sheet dated i7-tj6-2002. 
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W.,3TT. 935.—affylfh* 3rf¥WT, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 

^ TTO aSk ^ k 

f¥^ 3fi^')Pi+ k’ wm afkitfw 

'^Rlciq, -qFH^ ^ WIT 42 sw 2003 ^ 

Wf^ld i, ^ ^TTTO ^ 12-3-2010 ^ wm 
8?II 

[^*. T3:c^-12012/161 /2003-3?Tf 3TR(^-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 12th March, 2010 

S. O. 935.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.42 of 
2003) of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kanpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Indian Bank and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 12-3-2010. 

[No. L-l2012/161/2003-IR(B-II)] 
U.S. PANDEY, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 42 of 2003 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Sri Mahadeo Narain Dogre 
Son of Sh. Ram S Dagore 
House No. 23/158, 

Jeewani Mandi, 

Agra. 

AND 

The Assistant General Manager, 

Indian Bank, Circle Office, 

Habubbullah Estate, 

Hazaratganj, 

I ,ucknow. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, MOL, New Delhi, vide 
notification no. L-12012/I61/2003-lR(B-II) dated 
27-11-2003 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Indian 
Bank, Agra in terminating the services of 
Sri Mahadev Narain Dogre Part time Sweeper with 
effect from 16-07-99 was legal and Justified? If not 
what relief is the workman concerned entitled to?” 

3. Briefly stated facts of the case are that the 
claimant applicant has alleged that his services have been 
terminated unlawfully without following the principles of 


natural justice. He alleged that he was employed on 
1-11-86, as part time sweeper under the management Indian 
Bank Agra for the post of part time sweeper with basic 
pay of Rs. 450 per month and he remained in service till 
21-08-95, on 22-8-95 he was suspended, he was served 
with a show cause notice on 14-3-98, It has further been 
pleaded that the opposite party completed the inquiry in 
formal manner and terminated his services vide order dated 
16-7-99 and he made an appeal which was also rejected. 
On the basis of above pleadings it has been prayed that 
the order of termination of his service be set aside and he 
be reinstated in the service with full pay and allowance 
together with continuity of service and all consequential 
benefits. 

4. Opposite party has filed the written statement 
alleging that the claimant was part time sweeper but he 
was unpunctual and not discharging his dutic.s. Often he 
used to come in drunken state and picking up quarrel with 
the employees and customers of the bank causing serious 
damage to the image of the bank. He was issued a charge 
sheet on 14-12-94. He was also issued another charge sheet 
on 24-4-95 for his alleged misconduct mentioned in 
paragraph 3 of the written statement. He was placed under 
suspension on 22-8-95, He was also issued one more charge 
sheet on 06-09-95 for the charges mentioned in Para 4 of 
the written statement. Enquiry proceedings were adjourned 
on a number of times but the delinquent employee did not 
cooperate with the inquiry. The disciplinary authority after 
going through the findings of the enquiry officer concurred 
with the findings and imposed the punishment of dismissal 
without notice upon the claimant including other 
punishment of stoppage of next increment for a period of 
six months with cumulative effect as mentioned in Para 8. 
Complainant made an appeal also but he did not appear 
before the appellate authority. On his request he was 
allowed to avail travelling allowance for appearing before 
the appellate authority and later on the claimant appeared 
before the appellate authority and he was heard thoroughly. 
But the appellate authority after going through the 
evidence and after giving hearing opportunity he rejected 
the appeal. Therefore, it is wrong to say that the workman 
was not given proper opportunity to defend his case. 

5. Claimant also filed the counter reply denying the 
aversion made by the opposite party in the written 
statement and reiterated his own averments. 

6. I heard the case perused the record thoroughly. 

7. The claimant was given sufficient time and 
opportunities to produce evidence but no party produced 
any evidence either oral or documentary. 

8. The only point is to be decided in the present 
reference is whether the action of the opposite party in 
terminating the services of the claimant was legal and 
justified. It has been alleged by the claimant that he was a 
part time sweeper. Opposite party has alleged that the 
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\va^ unpunctual and jior discharging his duties 
properly. Me used to conte in drunker state and picking up 
quarrel with the employees and the customers of the bank. 
It vvn.s also alleged that the delinquent employees was 
issued I'nrce charge sheets and ■’’.■'•jiry was conducted 
(nl.cin ,K.vi he was given proper npportunny to defend 
hiinself and a thorough inquiry 4^cre conducted by the 
enquiry orhccM s and the discipline.! v authority after going 
through hnciiGgs of the enquiry officers and after 
considering the same he also gave an opportunity of 
peisonal hearing to the delinquent employee in the matter 
and concurred ^vith the findings of tiv^ enquiry officer and 
impG,se;f punishment of dismissal, 

9. (n such circumstances 1 feel that the burden of 

proving ohegations as mentior ed the claim statement 
pritTivT facie in the first stage lie on the claimant, but he did 
not appear even before the tribunal and the court after 
giving so many opportunities to e the pleadings, Sorue 

evidence ss required, but ckumar i did not take the care 
to prove tiic pleadings. He did no- appear to segue the 
case whercjs opposite party wa present and ther 
opposed the viaim of the ciaonant, 

10. ljn<!cr these cirervus'ances I find that the 

ciaimrrg hici Hiif'd lo pnwe his acse therefore, "clercncc 
is dc^KieJ ihe ciaifuau; u in favour of die 

opposic: pony 

RAM fAKH xb'l, Presidingf)fliccr 
12 2010 

3T[. 936,—1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) Tt K-p. 1 7 

TT^ a:- 

^ If3f5fT.-qT, 

/5/08) Td WF t, ^ ! 2- 3--2010 

^ wvf ^ Pin 

[ V, 12012/112 7007 -371^ 3Tri:( f i) 1 

3#TSFTfl 

New Delhi, the 12ih March, 2010 

S. O. 936,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, H*47 (ft of 1947), the Cnurr- 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP/5/ 
08) of the Central Governmeni Industrial TribunaPLabour 
Court, Nagpur now as shown in the Amnexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Punjab National iiank and their workman, 
which ws received by the Central Government on 
I2-3-20K). 

[No. LG2()I2/112/2007-lR(B-l!)] 
U.S. PANDEY, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRS A.N.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS I RIAL 
TRIBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT NAGPUR 

Ce^cNo, CGIT/NGr/5/OS 
Date 25-2-2010. 

Petitioner./ ; Sliri Prakash Ramdas Gangapag. 

Party No. I jaujiwan RamNagar, At-Tapa Rcsad, 

Akoia(M.S.) 

Versus 

Rspondent/ ; I he Sr. Divisional Manager, 

Party No. 2 Punjab National Bank, 

Divisional Office, Kingsway, 

S.Vf Patel Marg, 

,’sagpur-440001. (M.S.) 

AWARD 

drv’d 25th February, 2010 

1. 'i'hc ticMral Government after saCsfying 
[he existence oi' dispute between Shri Prakarh Ramdas 
Gangapag, Akc f i i Party No. 1) and the Sr. IT visional 
Manag'^r, Pnnrib National Bank, Divisional rfl'fice. 
Kingsway, Nugjuir (["arty No, 2) referred the same for 
adjudication to tf;:; Tribunal vide its letter N<vi, 12012/ 
1 i 2/2007-iRtB-if) dated 5-2-2008 under clause id) of sub¬ 
section (I) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Disputes Act. (14 of 1947) with the foilowing 
schedule. 

2. •Wruhm me action of the Disciplinary Authority 
(Sr, RcAon-d Manager, P.N.B Nagpur) in ^warding 
a pun’shu cui of [Discharging from service with 
suf>c.ai;nu;if;on bencilts (Pension, Provident Fund 
& Gratuity) without disqualification from future 
empioynicni is justified, legal and propci- if not 
then what ^'vhef the concerned workman i.'i entitled 
to?" 

3. The red.;, eoce came up for hearing on to 4-2008 
on which both the parties were present and filed their 
Vakalainame. Since then the petitioner and hi.s counsel 
were absent h r more than one year, d'hc Counsel for 
Petitioner has not fTicd his Statement of Claim On 24-2- 
2010, the pelitionci and his counsel were also absent. It 
seeems that the Petitioner is not interested in prosecuting 
the case. I do not think it proper to continue it on the same 
stage years together. In the circumstances, no purpose 
will be served in continuing the case, hence it dismissed 
for the default of the Petitioner and pass the negative 
award that he is not entitled for any relief. Hence this 
Award. 

Dated: 25-2-2010. 

A.N.YADAV, Presiding OfUccr 
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3Tr. 937. —1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ m 

^ f^'4|^JiohT 3ltT ‘♦i4*=bl<lf 

3?^^^ Tf rnR^ 3fl?i)Pieh 4f WefiR aiNifw 
W (#r>tTRsqi (21/2006) ^ wrf^ 
^5Tcft t, ^ TTTTO ^ 16-3-2010 ^ W<T13TT «?ll 
[V, Ra-I2012/133/2005-3TT^ 3TR(^-I)] 
1 %, 3TteT^ 
New Delhi, the 16th March, 2010 

S. O. 937.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the awafd (Ref No, 21/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court- 1 , Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workman, received by the Central Government on 
16-3-2010. 

[No. L-l2012/133/2005-IR(B-I)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R. K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALNO. LKARKARDOOMA COURT, 
COMPLEX, DELHI 
Industrial Dispute No. 21/2006 
Subhash Kumar, 

Village Laisana, Office Rajnpura, 

Distt. Meerut (U.P.), 

Meerut (U P.) ...Claimant 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Regional-1, Zonal Office, 

Garh Road, Meerut, 

Meerut (U.P.) .. .Management 

AWARD 

Local Implementation Committee, Kesarganj Branch, 
State Bank of India, Garh Road, Meerut (hereinafter referred 
to as the Committee), appointed Shri Subhash Kumar as a 
canteen boy. He served the Committee w.e.f 22-7-1994 till 
30-6-2004. When his services were disengaged, he raised 
an industrial dispute before the Conciliation Officer. On 
receipt of the failure report the appropriate Government 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication, vide 
order No. L-120l2/133/2005-IR(B-l), New Delhi dated 
6-6-2006, with the following terms: 

“Whether the person Shri Subhash Kumar engaged 
in the State Bank of India, Kesarganj Branch, Meerut 
w.e.f. 22-7-1994 to 30-6-2004 was employed regularly 
otj the work of messenger/peon? If so, his 
disengagement/termination from the Kesarganj 
Branch, Meerut w.e.f 1-7-2004 without any notice 


and compc n.satior) is Iega!, fai r and j us?»iled? I f noi 

to what relief the vvorkrnan is eniitled 10 ?' 

2. In his claim statement, Shri Subliash Kumar 
projects that he was appointed as Messcnger-cum- 
Canteen Boy-cum-General Servant at Kesarganj Branch, 
State Bank of India, on 22-7-1994. He worked regularly on 
the said post till 30-6-2004, He used to perform duties of 
Messenger-cum-General Servant-cum-Canteen Boy from 
9 AM to 6 PM. Indoor and outdoor duties of a messenger 
were also performed by him various Vouchers, on the 
strength of which payments were released in his favour, 
would project that he performed outdoor duties of a 
messenger. Circular dated 25-5-1991 highlights that a 
Canteen Boy, whose services have been utilized for 30 
days as a messenger in a calender year and paid 
conveyance bills for outdoor duties, shall be eligible for 
being considered for absorption in bank services. A large 
number of canteen boys were regularized in services of 
the bank, in terms of agreement dated 27-10-1988 and 
9-1-1990, He submitted several representations for 
regularization of his services. Instead of regularizing him, 
his services were dispensed with w.e.f 1-7-2004, He was 
not paid minimum wages as per circular dated 12-11-1997. 
Termination of his service is violative ofthc provisions of 
Section 25-T of the I.D, Act. He seeks reinstatement ofhis 
services with continuity and full back wages, bcside.s 
payment of minimum wages, in pursuance of Bipaniie 
Settlement for the period he served the bank 

3 Context was given to the claim by the managenient 
pleading that Subhash Kumar was employed by Ok* 
Committee as a Canteen Boy and as such no relationship) 
of employer and employee existed between him and the 
management bank. There is no obligation on the ren oi' 
the bank to provide canteen facilities to its cmpioyce.s. 
thereby creating relationship of employer and employee 
between the claimant and the bank. Bank was not involved 
in the management of the bank canteen run by the 
Committee. The claimant performed duties under guidance 
and supervision of the Committee. Whenever he performed 
duties for the bank due to exigency of work he was paid 
for that work. Casual work performed by him would not 
create any relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties. It has been claimed that since the claimant was 
not an employee of the bank, his claim is devoid of merits. 

It may be dismissed. 

4. On pleadings of the parlies following Issues were 
settled : 

1. Whether there is no master and servani 
Relationship between the claimant and the management? 

2. As in terms of reference? 

3. relief 

5. Claimant has examined himself in support o-'In;, 
claim. Shri Brahma Nand Nigam wa.s examined by d:' 
management to support their defence. No other witness 
was examined by either of the parties. 

6 . Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri j. N. Kaprn. 
authorised representative, advanced arguments on beh:;)! 
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of the claimant. Shii Pravin Sharma, authorised 
representative, raised his submissions on behalf of the 
management. I have given my careful consideration to 
the arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously perused 
the record. My findings on issues involved in the 
controversy are as follows 
Issue No. 1. 

7. Claimant unfolds that he joined service at 
KesarganJ Branch of the Bank on 22-7-1994 as canteen 
boy. He was paid Rs. 700 PM towards his wages. He used 
to go to other branches for clearing purposes, besides 
attending jobs at post office. He served the hank 
continuously upto 1st of July, 2004. His services were 
orally terminated. No notice or pay in lieu thereof was 
given to him. He was nv>t paid any retrenchment 
compensation. He was paid conveyance charges by the 
bank for outside duties. His conveyance charges bills are 
Ex. WWl /1 to Ex. WW 1/90. During the course of his 
cross examination he admits that he was kept on Job for 
preparing tea for employees of the bank, as well as for 
outside jobs. He admits that he w as paid by the bank for 
outside job. One Pramod Aggarwa! was approached by 
him for the job. 

8. Shri Brahma Nand Nigam detailed that Subhash 
Kumar was appointed to serve tea by the Secretary of the 
Committee. Subhash Kumar was never in the employment 
of the bank. He used to serve tea and water to the staff of 
the bank. When a permanent messenger used to be on 
leave in that eventuality work was taken from an employee 
employed by the Committee. Payment of wages of an 
employee, employed by the Committee, is being paid out 
of the account of the Committee. Bank was having no 
control over the functions of Subhash Kumar. His actions 
were supervised by the Secretary' of the Committee. He 
admits that whenever a permanent messenger happens to 
be on leave work is taken from a Canteen Boy. Conveyance 
charges cannot be paid to a person who is not employee 
of the bank. Remunerations were being paid to Subhash 
Kumar through cheques, 

9. Out of facts projected by Shri Brahma Nand N igam 
and those conceded to by the claimant, it came to light 
that the claimant was appointed as Canteen Boy by the 
Committee. He served the Committee tilt Istof July, 2004. 
I-or that purpose remuneration was being paid to him by 
the Commillcc. Whenever a permanent messenger was on 
leave the claimant was sent to perform job of a messenger. 
He was paid for those casual Jobs. Vouchers Ex, WW i/1 
to Ex-WW 1/90 project that fact. Therefore, out of facts 
projected by the parties it came to light that the claimant 
was engaged as Canteen Boy by the Committee. It is not 
disputed that the Committee runs a canteen and employs 
a Canteen Boy. 

10. It is an admitted fact that the bank bears by way 
of subsidy to the extent of 95% of the cost incurred by the 
canteens for payment of salary, provident fund 
contribution, gratuity, uniform etc. and also provides 
premises, furniture, utensils, electricity, w'atcr etc. to the 
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Committee free i>t charge. The canteen so sun by the 
Committee is iwu a statutory canteen, 'fhe Committee is 
not under any legal obligation to run such a canteen. Bank 
does not exercise supervision and control on the work of 
Canteen Boy employed by the Committee. The bank has 
absolutely no tight to take any disciplinary action or to 
direct any employee of the Committee to do a particular 
work. In the absence of any obligation, statutory or 
otherwise for running a canteen by the bank, an employee 
of the Committee cannot be termed as an employee of the 
bank. Law to this effect was laid by the Apex Court in 
Reserve Bank of India’s case [1996(3) S.C.C. 267] 

11 in State Bank of India’s case (AIR 2000 SC 1518) 
the Apex Court was seized of such a porposiiion. It w'as 
ruled therein that canteens run by the Committee for 
providing certain amenities in the branch are non statutory, 
non recognized canteens, because admittedly there is 
neither statutory provision nor any obligation arising out 
of award or contract between the bank and its employees 
to run such canteen. Employees of the canteens, which 
are being run at various branches by Local Implementation 
Committee would not become employee of the bank, as 
bank is not having any statutory or contractual obligation 
to run such canteens, Bank does not employ Canteen Boys. 
Bank docs not supervise or control their work. For 
appointing a Canteen Boy there are no rules framed by the 
bank. The Bank has nothing to do with the running of the 
Canteen. The scheme framed by the bank for running of a 
Canteen by Local Implementation Committee only 
promotes welfare activities for benefit of its employees. 
Therefore, it cannot be said that Canteen Boys are 
employees of the Bank. 

12. Ex.WW 1/1 to Ex.WW 1/90 project that the 
claimant was sent for casual jobs by the bank, for which 
he was paid. There are only 90 vouchers from 
December, 1994 till June, 2004, on the strength of which 
coolie charges were paid to him. Documents referred above 
simply project that the claimant was paid charges for 
casual job perfonned by him. Those casual jobs were taken 
from the claimant in the case of exigencies. Documents 
referred above show that claimant was asked to perform 
job for the bank at intervals, for which he was paid. These 
documents nowhere project that the claimant was engaged 
as an employee by the management bank. Consequently 
these documents nowhere create relationship of master 
and servant between the bank and the claimant. Applying 
the law laid above it is evident that the claimant who was 
working as Canteen Boy under the supervision of the 
Committee cannot be Called to be an employee of the Bank. 
The issue is, therefore,'answered in favour of the bank 
and against the claimant. 

Issue No. 2. 

13. Claimant places reliance on circular Ex.M W1 / W1. 
Perusal of this circular highlights that the bank invited 
application from casual employees for their absorption. 
When jobs of casual nature were taken from Canteen Boy, 
their cases were also considered for absorption, 1 iowever. 
circular Ex.M WI /W1 makes it clear that practice of asking 
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Canteen Boys to perform jobs of casual nature for the 
bank was depricated. This circular was issued in 1991, 
much prior to the date when claimant performed casual 
jobs for the bank. Contents of the circular make it clear 
that the bank never intended to absorb services of Canteen 
Boys, employed by the Local Implementation Committee, 
^n future. 

14. Whether claimant can seek application of the 
said circular to his case? For an answer, legal provisions 
are to be take not of. Equality before law and equal 
protection of laws are fundamental rights of every person, 
ordains Article 14 of the Constitution. The guiding 
principles laid in Article 14 are that persons who are 
similarly situated, shall be treated alike both in privileges 
conferred and liability imposed, which means that amongst 
equals the law should be equal and should be equally 
administered and that like should be treated a like. Article 
16 of the Constitution guarantees equal ity of opportunities 
for all citizens in matters relating to employment or 
appointment to any office under the State. What is 
guaranted is the equality of opportunity. Like all other 
employers, Government is also entitled to pick and choose 
from amongst a large number of candidates offering 
themselves for employment. But the selection process must 
not be arbitrary. The guarantee given by clause (a) of 
Article 16 of the Constitution will cover (a) initial 
appointments (b) promotions (c) termination of 
employment (d) and matters relating to salary, periodical 
increments, leaves, gratuity, pension, age of 
superannuation etc. Matters relating to employment or 
appointments include all matters in relations to 
employment both prior and subsequent to the 
employment which are incidental to the employment and 
form part of the terms and conditions of such employment. 

15. 1‘undamental rights guaranteed by article 14 
forbids class legislation, but does not forbid classification 
or differentiation which rests upon reasonable ground of 
discretion. Classification is the recognition ofthe relations, 
and in making it the Government must be allowed a wide 
latitude of discretion and judgment. In a way, the 
consequences of such classification would undoubtedly 
be to differentiate persons belonging to that class from 
others. The classification must be founded on an 
intelligible differentia which distinguishes persons or 
things that arc grouped together from others left out of 
the group and the differentia must have a rational relation 
to the object sought to be achieved. Classification may 
be made according to the nature of persons, nature of 
business, and may be based with reference to time. 

16. Concept of equality guaranteed by article 16 of 
the constitution is something more than formal equality 
and enables the underprivileged groups to have a fair 
share by having more than equal chance and enables the 
State to give favoured treatment to those groups by 
achieving real equality with reference to social needs. 
‘Protection discrimination’ enabled the State to adopt new 
strategy to bring underprivileged at par with the rest of 
the society, by providing all possible opportunities and 


incentives to them. Therefore a class may be allowed to 
have preferential treatment in the matter relating to 
employment or appointment. There cannot be rule of 
equality between members of separate and independent 
group of persons. Persons can be classified in different 
groups, based on in terms of nature of persons, nature of 
business and with reference to time. Therefore 
classification based on experience, in relation to time for 
which personal drives employed by the officers of the 
bank had served, has a reasonable differentia. 

17. To claim equality with the aforesaid canteen boys, 
it was for the claimant to show that he stood on equal 
footing with them. Not even an iota of fact has been 
brought over the record by the claimant to show that he 
was at par with the aforesaid canteen boys. Circular was 
issued in 1991, while claimant joined services of the 
Committee on 22-7-1994. Circular was applicable to those 
canteen boys who worked prior to its issuance and 
deprecated employment of canteen boys by the bank for 
casual jobs. Therefore lapose of time places the claimant 
in different clarification than those canteen boys, who 
worked prior to 1991. In such a situation it cannot be said 
that the claimant was discriminated when his services were 
not regularised by the bank. 

18. Even otherwise regularisalion of the 
services of .the claimant cannot be ordered, 
since it would amount to back door entry in 
the services of the bank, which is State with 
the meaning of Article 12 ofthe Constitution. 
Law to this effect was laid by the Apex Court 
in Uma Devi [2006(4) SCC 1 ]. In view of these 
facts it is evident that he is not entitled for 
regularization in the services of the bank. Issue 
is accordingly answered in favour of the bank. 

Relief 

19, Since Ihcre was no relationship of employer and 
employee between the parties the claimant cannot seek 
relief of reinstatement in the service of the managcmcnl 
bank. No case of discrimination has been brought over 
the record. His case deserves dismissal. The same is 
accordingly dismissed. An award is passed. It be sent to 
the appropriate Government for publication. 

Dated: 26-2-2010. 

DR. R. K, YADAV, Presiding Officer 
2010 
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New Delhi, the 16th March, 2010 

S. O. 938.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 5/2007) 
of the Central (iovemment Industrial 7'ribunal/Labour Couil« 
I, Delhi as shown in the Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of State Bank of India and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 16-3*2010. 

[No. L-l20]2/5l/2006-IR(B-l)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, DcskOnicer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE OR.1CK.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 

CENTIUE GOVERNMENI INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBIJNALNO, 1, KARKARDOOMA COURT, 
COMPLEX, DELHI 

Industrial Dispute No. 5/2007 

The General Sccrctaiy, 

All India Bank Staff Association (Regd.), 

33-34, Bank Enclave, Ring Road, 

Rajouri Garden, New Delhi -110027. 

.. .Workman 

Versus 

The Asstt. General Manager (Region-1), 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 

Garh Road, Meerut (UP) 

Meerut (U.P.) 

., .Management 

AWARD 

Ved Parkash was involved in a criminal case 
registered by the CBl, vide R.C.No.S 1 {A)/l 993, for offences 
punishable under Section 419,420, 467,468 and 471 read 
with Section ! 20-B of the Penal Code. He was placed under 
suspension on 29-4-93. Investigation was concluded by 
the C.B. 1. and a charge sheet vvas filed before a court of 
competent jurisdiction. Domestic enquiry proceedings 
were kept in abeyance by the management, in pursuance 
of the provisions of para 521 (3) of the Sastry Award. 
Subsequently, the domestic enquiry proceedings were 
initiated against the claimant, in view of law handed down 
by the Apex Court in that regard. Claimant requested the 
bank authorities to enhance his subsistence allowance, 
which request was declined. He approached All India Bank 
Staff Association for redressal of his grievances. A claim 
statement was filed before the Conciliation Officer. When 
conciliation proceedings failed, the appropriate 
Government referred the dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication, vide orderNo.L-12012/5 l/2006-IR(D-I),New 
Delhi dated 15-1 -2007, with the following terms: 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India in denying full subsistence 
allowance w.e.f. 29-9-94 to Ved Parkash, Clerk- 


[Part )I S!.('.3(ii)| 


cuiri -Cashier, State Bank of India, Baroui Branch, 
Linder suspension w.e.f 29-4-2003 in violaiion of 
clause (]) of para 557 of Saslry Award modilled 
by Bipaniie Seulcmcnt is legal and jusiifed'.^ If 
not, to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled to and to what extent?’' 

2. Claim statement was filed on bcliaii of the 
workman pleading therein that he was placed under 
suspension on 29-4-93 on some false allegations. A charge 
sheet was issued to him on 26th of October, 2004. after a 
lapse of 12 years from the date of his suspension. Shri 
H.S.Sethi, Branch Manager, Kavi Nagar branch ol'ihc bank 
was appointed as Enquiry Officer, in January. 2()ii5, It has 
been claimed that tiic claimant is entitled for fLitl w .igcss as 
siibsislcncc allowance in terms of provisions of Bipartite 
Settlement after expiry of one year from the date of his 
suspension, since enquiry proceedings were not 
concluded within one year from the dale ofhis suspension. 
He made number of representations for release of full 
subsistence allow ance, but to no avail. When management 
did not listen, he raised an industrial dispute through All 
India Bank Staff Association vide letter dated 31 -3-2005. 
Management has been harassing and victimizing him, by 
way payment of 50% of his wages as subsistence 
allowance. The .said action of the management is illegal. A 
claim has been made that the management may be directed 
to pay him full wages as subsistence allowance w.e.f 
29-4-94. 

3. Claim was demuircd by the management pleading 
that there has been no espousal by a substantial number 
of co-workers or a trade union of employees, henee the 
reference is liable to be rejected. It has not been disputed 
that Ved Parkash vvas placed under suspension on 
29-4-93 and not from 29-4-2003. The appropriate 
Government has given wrong date of suspensions in order 
of reference. It is evident that order of reference is not 
correct and is liable to be rejected on that count. It has 
been pleaded that Ved Parkash was involved in the criminal 
case registered by the C.B.I. The said case .stii! pends 
adjudication against him. He was placed under suspension 
as per provisions contained in para 521 (2) (A) of the Sasti 7 
Award. It has not been disputed that he is being paid 50% 
of his wages as subsistence allowance. It is also not a 
matter of dispute that charge sheet was issued to him on 
26-10-04. U has been claimed that the enquiry proceedings 
were kepi in abeyance, in accordance with the provisions 
of para 521(3) of the Sastry Award. When the Ape.x Court 
handed down a decision to the effect that deparimenial 
enquiry can proceed alongwilh the criminal pro.secution, 
charge sheet was served on the workman. 11 is subsistence 
allowance is being paid in accordance with the provisions 
of 557 of the Sastry Award read with Bipartite Settlement 
dated 8-9-1983. The management projects that subsistence 
allowance was paid to the workman in accordance with 
the provisions of Sastry Award and Bipartite Settlements. 
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He is not entitled to full wages as subsistence allowance. 
His claim is liable to be dismissed. 

4. Circular No.ADM; 16800 dated 26th of May, 82 
and D: A.K-2/R-3./Staff/FC/105 dated 11th ofJune, 2007 
were tendered by the workman in his evidence. These 
circulars were not disputed on behalf of the management. 
Hence the same were exhibited as EX.WI and Ex. W2 
respectively, Shri J. N. Kapur, authorised representative 
of the workman projected that no other evidence was to 
be adduced in the matter. He closed evidence of the 
workman. Shri Praveen Sharma, authorised representative 
of the management also opted not to adduce any evidence 
in the matter. 

5. ArgumcQts were heard at the bar. Shri J. N. Kapur, 
authorised representative, advanced arguments on behalf 
of the workman. Shri Praveen Sharma, authorised 
representative, raised his submissions on behalf of the 
management. I have given my careful considerations to 
the arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously perused 
the record. My findings on issues involved in the 
controversy are as follows ; 

6 . First and foremost contention advanced by the 
management is that reference order is incompetent. Shri 
Sharma argued that in the reference order it is mentioned 
that Ved Parkash was placed under suspension w.e.f. 
29-4-2003. He argued that Ved Parkash was suspended 
w.e.f. 29-4-93 and mentioning of incorrect date of his 
suspension in the terms of reference makes it incompetent. 
His contention has been that this Tribunal cannot go 
beyond the scope of reference and when incorrect date of 
suspension has been detailed in the order of reference, 
this Tribunal is duty bound to reject the reference. Contra 
to it Shri J. N. Kapur argued that the terms of reference 
projects that full subsistence allowance has been denied 
to the workman w.e.f. 29-4-93. He concedes that 
inadvertently date of suspension of workman has been 
detailed as 29-4-2003, in the terms of reference. However, 
he highlights that in the claim statement as well as written 
statement filed by the management, it is not a matter of 
dispute that the workman was suspended on 29-4-93. He 
agitates that these facts make it clear that out of pleadings 
of the parties, the real dispute has emerged over the record. 
He argued that contention advanced by the management 
are untenable on that count. 

7. For referring an industrial dispute to adjudication, 
the appropriate Government should satisfy itself, on the 
facts and circumstances brought to its notice, in its 
subjective opinion that an industrial dispute exists or is 
apprehended. 'I'he factual existence of a dispute or its 
apprehension and expediency of making a reference are 
matters entirely for the Government to decide. An order 
making a reference is an administrative act and the fact 
that the Government has to form an opinion as to the 
factual existence of an industrial dispute as a preliminaiy' 


step to the discharge of its function does not take it out of 
administrative function of the Government. The adequacy 
or sufficiency of material on which opinion was formed is 
beyond the pale of judicial scrutiny. 

8 . The scope of a reference is a matter of considerable 
importance. Although it is open to an industrial adjudicator 
to devise his own procedure, but he has to confine his 
adjudication to the points of dispute specified in the order 
of reference and to matters incidental thereto. Before 
embarking on adjudication, therefore, the adjudicator has 
to determine the scope of the order of reference. Hence, 
the question of the scope and construction of the order of 
reference becomes relevant. The construction of the order 
of reference will, in all probability, be easy or difficult, 
according as the document has been skillfully or carelessly 
drawn. In India Paper Pulp Company Limited (1949(1) LI J 
258) the Federal Court was concerned with a proposition 
as to whether the order of reference can be construed by 
an adjudicator. Chief Justice Kania, speaking for the Court, 
said that not infrequently, the orders of reference are 
“far from satisfactory and are not carefully drafted’'. It is, 
therefore, desirable that the appropriate Government 
should frame such orders carefully and the question which 
are intended to be tried by the adjudicator should be so 
worded as to leave no scope for ambiguity or controversy. 
Same proposition of law was laid by Apex Court in Delhi 
Cloth and General Mills Limited (1967 (1) LLJ 423). 
Inaccuracy of language employed in the order of reference, 
however, does not always make any difference to the 
jurisdiction ofthe Tribunal to proceed, with the reference 
and adjudicate upon it, aS'the Tribunal can interpret and 
find out the real meaning ofthe order of reference, as it 
stands. A duty is cast upon the Tribunal to make an attempt 
to construe order of reference to find out as to what was 
the real dispute which was referred to it and to decide it 
and not to throw it out on a mere technicality. Law to this 
effect was laid by the Apex court in Express Newspaper 
Lim ited [1962 (II) LLJ 227]. Reference can also be made to 
the precedent in Management of Barpukhuric 'lea Estate 
[ 1978 (I) LLJ 558] and Minimax 1 Jmiled [ 1968 (I) LI J 369 ], 

9. When phraseology of order of reference is 
inelegant, the Tribunal should look to the substance rather 
than to the form of the order of reference. In construing 
terms of the order of reference and determining the scope 
and nature of the points referred, the Tribunal has to look 
into the order of reference itself. Therefore, it is clear that 
where the order of reference is vague or ci^ptic, the tribunal 
may cull out the real question by construing its 
phraseology. In C. P. Saralhy [I953(1)LLJ 174] the Apex 
Court ruled that when order of reference is not clear the 
fribuna! may crystaiise the terms of reference from the 
statements of the respective cases of the parties. In Delhi 
Cloth and General Mills Limited (supra) the Apex Couii 
candidly laid that “the Tribunal must, in any event, look 
to the pleadings of the pai^ is to find the exact nature of 
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the dispute, because in most cases the order of reference 
is so cryptic that it is impossible to cull out there from the 
various points about which the parties were at variance, 
leading to the trouble”. From above proposition of law 
laid it is evident that the Tribunal is competent to construe 
the terms of reference, when it is vaguely worded an^ can 
ascertain the real dispute between the parties even from 
its pleadings, 

10 . In the claim statement it has been projected that 
the workman was placed under suspension on 29-4-93. 
'I’he management does not dispute that fact in its written 
statement. A claim was put forward by the workman that 
he is being paid 50% of his wages as subsistence 
allowance, which is violative of the provisions of Sastry 
Award and Bipartite Settlement. He* projects that after 
expiry of one year from the date of his suspension he is 
entitled to payment of his full wages as subsistence 
allowance. On these aspects the management highlights 
that subsistence allowance is being paid to him in 
pursuance of para 557 of Sastry Award read with Bipartite 
Settlement dated 8-9-83. The management agitates that he 
is not entitled to full wages as a subsistence allowance 
after expiry of one year from the date of his suspension. 
Therefore, out of the pleadings, put forward by the parties, 
it is evident that the dispute between them relates to denial 
of full wages as subsistence allowance w.e.f. 29-4-94, one 
year after the date of his suspension. In the first limb of 
the reference order this dispute has been highlighted. 

1 lowever, in the subsequent sections of the reference order 
date of suspension has been mentioned as 29-4-2003. It is 
evident that on account of typographical error a wrong 
dale of suspension has been mentioned, while the term of 
award makes it clear that full subsistence allowance has 
been claimed by the workman w.e.f. 29-4-94, Therefore, it 
is evident that the terms of reference makes it impliedly 
clear that the claimant was placed, under suspension on 
29-4-93 and a wrong date was mentioned in it inadvertently. 
Consequently terms of reference has been construed and 
date of suspension of the claimant is taken as 29-4-93 
instead of 29-4-2003. Submissions raised by the 
management arc brushed aside in that regard. 

1 1. Next prong of attack was made by the 
management pleading that the claim was not espoused by 
substantial number of workmen or a trade union of the 
employees of the establishment of the management. On 
that counts Shri Kapur argued that All India Bank Stall 
Association has raised the dispute before the Conciliation 
Officer. He contends that the said Association is a irtide 
union of the employees off the establishment of the 
management. According to him Ved Prakash was the 
member of All India Bank StaffAssocialion since October. 
2001. He argued that the Association had espoused the 
claim and it docs not lie in the mouth of the management 
to say that it is an individual dispute and not an industrial 
dispute. 


12. Provisions of Section 10 ot the industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) make it clear that the 
appropriate Government may refer an existing or 
apprehended dispute to the Industrial Tribunal for 
adjudication. Industrial dispute has been defined by clause 
(k) of Section 2 of the Act, Definition given in the said 
sub-^section encompasses within its sweep any dispute or 
difference between the employer and employers, or 
between employer and workmen or between workmen and 
workmen, which is connected with the employment or non 
employment or tenns of employment or with the conditions 
of labour of any person. The Act is a legislation relating to 
what is known as ‘'collective bargaining” in the economic 
field. This policy of the legislature is also implicit in the 
definition of the industrial dispute, 

13. The Apex Court in Bombay Union of Journalist 
(1961 (II) Ll .i 436) has observed that in each case in 
ascertaining whether an individual dispute has acquired 
the character of an industrial dispute, the test is whether 
at the date of reference, the dispute was taken up as 
submitted by the union of the workmen of the employer 
against whom, the dispute is raised by an individual 
workman or by an appreciable number of workmen. I n order, 
therefore, to convert an individual dispute into an industrial 
dispute, it has to be established that it has been taken up 
by the union of employees of the establishment or by an 
appreciable number of the employees of the establishment. 
As far as union of the workmen of establishment itself is 
concerned, the problem of espousal by them generally 
presents little difficulty, since such workmen who are 
members of such unions generally have a continuity of 
interest with an individual employee who is one (d'their 
fellow workman. But difficulty arise when the cause of a 
workman, in a particular establishment is sponsored by a 
union which is not of the workmen of that establishment 
but is one of which membership is open to workmen of 
their establishment as well as in that industry, in such a 
case a union, which has only microscopic number of the 
workmen as its member, cannot sponsor any dispute 
.arising between the workmen and the management. 

representative character of the union has to be gathered 
from the strength of the actual number of co workers 
sponsoring the dispute. The mere fact that a substantial 
number of workmen of the establishment in which the 
concerned workman was employee were also members of 
the union would not constitute sponsorship. It must be 
shown that they were connected together and arrived at 
an understanding by a resolution or by other means and 
collectively submitted the dispute. 

14 ( hi. expression “Industrial disputes” has been 
construed by the Apex Court to include individual 
disputes, be ause of the scheme of the Act. In Raghu 
Nath Gopal Paivardhan (1957(1) LLJ 27) the Apex Court 
ruled as to what dispute can be called as an industrial 
dispute. It w as laid thereon that (1) a dispute between the 
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employer and a single workman cannot be an industrial 
dispute, (2) it can not be per-se be an industrial dispute 
but may become if it is taken up by a trade union or a 
number of workmen. In Dharampal Prem Chand (1965 (1) 
LLJ 668) it was commanded by the Apex Court that a 
dispute raised by a single workman cannot become an 
industrial dispute unless it is supported either by his union 
or in the absence of a union by substantial number of 
workmen. Same law was laid in the case of Indian Express 
Newspaper (Pvt.) Limited (1970(1) LLJ 132). However in 
Western India Match Company (1970 (II) LLJ 256), the 
,\pex Court referred the precedent in Drona Kuchi Tea 
Estate’s case (1958 (1) LLJ 500) and ruled that a dispute 
relating to “any person becomes a dispute where the 
person in respect of whom it is raised is one in whose 
employment, non employment, terms of employment or 
conditions of labour, the parties, dispute for a direct or 
substantial interest”. 

15. What a substantial or considerable number of 
workmen would be in a given case, depend on particular 
facts of the case. The fact that an “industrial dispute”, is 
supported by other workmen will have to be established” 
cither in the fono of a resolution of the union of which 
workman may be member or of the workmen themselves 
who support the dispute or in any other manner. From the 
mere fact that a general union, at whose instance an 
“industrial dispute” concerning an individual workman is 
referred for adjudication, has on its roll a few of the workmen 
of the establishment as its members, it cannot be inferred 
that the individual dispute has been converted into an” 
industrial dispute”. The Tribunal has therefore, to consider 
the question as to how many of the fellow workman 
actually expoused the cause of the concerned workman 
by participating in the particular resolution of the Union. 
In the absence of a such a determination by the Tribunal, 
it cannot be said that the individual dispute acquired the 
character of an itidustrial dispute and the Tribunal will not 
acquire jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the dispute. 
Nevertheless, in order to make a dispute an industrial 
dispute, it is not necessary that there should always be a 
resolution of substantial or appreciable number of 
workmen. What is necessary is that there should be some 
express or collective will of a substantial or an appreciable 
member of the workmen treating the cause of the individual 
workman as their own cause. Law to this effect was laid in 
P.Somasundramcran (1970(1) LLJ 558). 

16. It is not necessary that the sponsoring union is 
a registered trade union or a recognized trade union. Once 
it is shown that a body of substantial number of workmen 
either acting through a union or otherwise had sponsored 
the workman’s cause, it is sufficient to convert it into an 
industrial dispute. In Pardeep Lamp Works (1970 (1) LLJ 
507) complaints relating to dispute of ten workmen were 
filed before the conciliation officer by the individual 
workmen themselves. But their case was subsequently 


taken up by a new union formed by a large number of co¬ 
workmen, if not a majority of them. Since this union was 
not registered or recognized, the workmen elected five 
representatives to prosecute the cases of ten dismissed 
workmen. Thus cases of the dismissed workmen were 
espoused by the new union, yet unregistered and 
unrecognized. The Apex Court held that the fact that these 
disputes were not taken up by a registered or recognized 
union does not mean that they were not “industrial 
dispute”. 

17. It is not expedient that same union should remain 
incharge of that dispute till its adjudication. The dispute 
may be espoused by the workmen of an establishment, 
through a particular union for making such a dispute an 
“industrial dispute”, while the workman may be 
represented before the Tribunal for the purpose of Section 
36 of the Act by a number of executive or office bearer of 
altogether another union. The crux of the matter is that the 
dispute should be a dispute between the employer and 
his workmen. It is not necessary that the dispute must be 
espoused or conducted only by a registered trade union. 
Even if a trade union ceases to be registered trade union 
during the continuance of the adjudication proceedings 
that would not affect the maintainability of the order of 
reference. Law to this effect was laid by the High Court of 
Orissa in Gammon India Limited (1974 (II) LLJ 34). 1 or 
ascertaining as to whether an individual dispute has 
acquired character of an individual dispute, the test is 
whether on the date of the reference the dispute was taken 
up as supported by the union of the workmen ol the 
employer against whom the dispute is raised by the 
individual workman or by an appreciable number of the 
workman. In other words, the validity of the reference of 
an industrial dispute must be judged on the facts as they 
stood on the date of the reference and not necessarily on 
the date when the cause occurs. Reference can be made to 
a precedent in Western India Match Co. Ltd. (1970 (II) LIJ 
256). 

18. Here in the case a dispute was referred by All 
India Bank Staff Association. As emerge out of the 
rejoinder filed by the said association before the 
Conciliation Officer, Ved Parkash was member of the said 
association since October, 2001. It has not been projected 
by the Association that majority of employees of State 
Bank of India, Delhi Zone are its members. No evidence 
worth name was brought over the record that majority ot 
the employees or considerable number of the employees 
of the management espoused the dispute under reference. 
No evidence has been brought to the light that the dispute 
of Ved Prakash was supported by appreciable number of 
employees of the State Bank of India. A microscopic 
number of the employees of the State Bank ol India can 
not espouse the claim of Shri Ved Prakash. I he 
management could dispel the claim of the Association to 
the effect that it was competent to espouse cause of Shrl 
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Ved Prakash. Consequently submissions advanced by the 
management are to be accepted on that count. Cause of 
Ved Prakash was not espoused properly and it had not 
acquired the character of an industrial dispute. 

19. Bed -rock of the case of the claimant is based on 
paragraph 557 of the Sastry Award. Therefore, it is 
expedient to consider the contents of the said paragraph. 
For sake of convenience contents of para 557 of Sastry 
Award arc reproduced hereinunder as follows : 

'‘557. Having considered the matter in all its aspects 
we think that subsistence allowance should be 
granted on the following scale :— 

“(i) I* or the first three months one-third of the pay 
and allowances which the workman would have got 
but for the suspension : 

(2) thereafter where the enquiry is departmental by 
the bank, one -half of the pay and allowance for the 
succeeding months.'Where the enquiry is by outside 
agency, onc-third of the pay and allowances for the 
next three months and thereafter one- half for the 
succeeding months until the enquiry is over”. 

20. The aforesaid provisions of Sastry Awards were 
modified by Bipartite Settlement dated 8-9-83. The 
provisions of the Bipartite Settlement are reproduced 
hereinunder; 

"In partial modification of para 557 of the Sastry 
Award and paragraph 17.14 of the Desai Award, the 
following provisions shall apply in regard to payment of 
subsistence allowance to workman under suspension in 
respect of the banks listed in schedule 1 : 

(a) where the investigation is not entrusted to or. 
taken up by an outside agency (i.e. Police/ 
C.B.I.), subsistence allowance will be payable 
at the following rates: 

(i) l-'or the first 3 months 1 /3 of the pay and 
allowances which the workman would have 
got but for the suspension, 

(ii) rhereafter 1 !2 ofthe pay & allowances. 

(iii) After one year, full pay and allowances 
il' the enquiry is not delayed for reasons 
allribiilabic to the concerned workman or any 
ol'his representatives. Where investigation is 
done by an outside agency and the said 
agency has come to the conclusion not to 
prosecute the employee, full pay and 
allowances will be payable after 6 months from 
the date of the receipt of the report of such 
agency, or one year after suspension, 
whichever is latter and in the event the enquiry 
is not delayed for the reasons attributable to 
the workman or any of his representative”. 

21. As projected by the parties a criminal case was 
registered against the workman by the C.B. 1. C.B.I. took 


up the investigation and filed a charge sheet against him 
before a court of competent jurisdiction. Trial of the said 
criminal case is under process. Therefore, it is not the case 
where the C.B.I. came to the conclusion that the claimant 
was not to be prosecuted for his acts of omission or 
commission. He is being prosecuted for offences 
punishable under Section 419,420,467,468,471 read with 
120 B of the Penal Code. Contents of clause (a) (i i i) of the 
Bipartite Settlement contains two limbs. In fir'st limb a 
suspended employee is to be paid full pay and allowances 
as subsistence allowance, after one year of his suspension 
if the enquiry is not delayed for reasons attributable to 
him or any of his representative. First limb deals with the 
enquirities which are being conducted by the banks. As is 
evident case of the workman does not fall in the first limb 
of the aforesaid clause. 

22. Second limb of the said clause projects that in 
case investigation is done by the outside agency and the 
said agency came to a conclusion not to prosecute the 
employee then he shall get full pay and allowances after 
six months from the date of receipt of the report of such 
agency or after one year of his suspension, whichever is 
later and in the event that the enquiry was not detailed for 
reasons attributable to him or any of his representatives. 
Second limb creates a right in favour of the suspended 
employee to gel lull pay and allowances as subsistence 
allowance in the following three contingencies ; 

(i) Outs idc agency gave a report not to prosecute, 
him. 

(ii) A period of six months has expired after receipt 
by the outside agency, or a period of one year 
has expired from the date of his suspension, 
which ever is later, and 

(iii) Delay in the enquiry by the outside agency is 
not attributable to him or any of his 
representative. 

23. As detailed above, the C.B.I. investigated and 
filed a charge sheet against the claimant. Therefore, case 
of the claimant does not fall either in second limb or (li st 
limb of the clause (a) (iii). His case falls within clause (a) 
(ii) of the aforesaid Bipartite Settlement wherein it has 
been provided that after three months of his suspension 
he will get 50% of his pay and allowances as subsistence 
allowance. Consequently it is evident that the claimant is 
not entitled for his full wages and allowances as 
subsistence allowance. 

24. Claimant laid emphasis on circular Ex.Wl and 
letter Ex. W2. Ex. W1 projects that period of suspension of 
an employee should be kept to the barest minimum. It lays 
down guidelines for the authorities to take steps to revoke 
suspension orders. An emphasis is laid on the authorities 
to have necessary consultation with C.B.I. C.I.D./Police 
or appropriate agencies for revoking suspension order 
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and to allow a suspended employee to resume his duties. 
Guidelines laid therein are reproduced as under: 

“(i) The disciplinary authority should decide about 
reinstatement of an official on its own where the 
decision to suspend was taken by the authority 
itself. 

(ii) Where the suspension was resorted to in 
consultation with, or it was brought to the notice of 
the Central Office at any time, detailed 
recommendations for reinstatement should be 
submitted to. 

4. In order to ensure that the above instructions are 
scrupulously observed, all cases of suspension may please 
be reviewed regularly, at intervals of 6 months, particularly 
those where officials are under suspension for more than 
six months, and wherever it is found that the official may 
be allowed to resume duties by transferring him from his 
post to another post and where necessary in consultation 
with CBl/CI D/police or other appropriate agencies, orders 
should be issued for revoking the suspension and allowing 
the official to resume duties with further direction as may 
be considered desirable in each individual case after 
obtaining administrative clearance from this Office. The 
review should not, however, be done in a haphazard way 
and it must be borne in mind that revocation of suspension 
does not prejudice the criminal or Departmental 
proceedings. 

5. The above instructions will apply mutatis- 
mutandis in respect of disciplinary cases/suspensions 
involving the staff members covered by the Industrial 
Disputes Act, care being taken to ensure that no provisions 
of the Award(s), laws applicable in their case are violated. 

6. In their case the report wherever required should 
be made by the Disciplinary Authority to the next higher 
authority. The authority receiving information/report about 
the continued suspension of the staff member from the 
subordinate authority should carefully examine each case 
and see whether the continued suspension in that case is 
absolutely necessary or the suspension can be revoked 
by transferring the staff member to another office.” 

25. The claimant has also placed reliance on order 
Ex. W -2 on the strength of which suspension of Balvinder 
Singh Walia was revoked and he was allowed to resume 
his duties subject to the conditions detailed therein. Thrust 
of contention advanced on behalf of the workman has 
been that his suspension should be revoked and he should 
be allowed to resume duties pending trial of the criminal 
case. In view of the guidelines laid in Ex.W-l and order 
passed in the case of Balvinder Singh Walia which are 
Ex.W2 it is emphasized on the management to 
scrupulously follow the guidelines laid in Ex.W-l and to 
review suspension order of the claimant, after consultation 
with theC.B.I. 


26. In view of the aforesaid disf ussjon it is 
concluded that the reference is not complaim and the 
claimant is not entitled to full pay and allowances l > 
subsistence allowance on being under suspension. Action 
of the management in denying full subsistence allowance 
to the claimant is legal and justified. The claimant is not 
entitled to any relief in that regard. However, management 
is duty bound to follow guidelines contained in Ex.W-l 
scruplously. An award is accordingly passed. It be sent 
to the appropriate Government for publication. 

Dated; 26-2-20 10 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Omcer 
\6W^, 2010 
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New Delhi, the 16th March, 2010 

S. O. 939.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial. Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 27/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cuin-I.abour 
Court-1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of N. C. Railway and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 16-3-7010. 

[No. L-41012/118/2005-]R(B-l)i 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk (.fficcr 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR R.K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVEIWMENT INDUSIRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1 KARKARDOOMA COURTS, 
COMPLEX, DELHI 

Industrial Dispute No. 27/2006 

Shri Ram Abhilash Singh S/o Qatuni, 

Village Selraha Paschim, 

Distt. Kaushambi (U.P.) 

Kaushambl(U,P.). 

...Workman 

Versus 

The Chief Medical Officer, 

N. C. Railway, Allahabad, 

Allahabad. 

...Management 
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award 

Ram Abhilash Singh worked as summer waterman 
at Railway Hospital, Fatehpur, North Central Railway, 
Allahabad. His services were not continued after 15-8-8 /. 
He made a representation to Divisional Railway Manager, 
North Central Railway, Allahabad for reappointment and 
regularization of his services. When no response was 
received, he raised an industrial dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer. Since conciliation proceedings failed, 
the appropriate Government referred the dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, vide order No.L-41012/118/2005- 
IR(B-I), New Delhi dated 1-8-2006, with the following 
terms:— 

“Whether the action of the Divisional Railw'ay 
Manager, North Central Railway, Allahabad in 
denying temporary status w’.e.f 15-8-87 to Shri Ram 
Abhilash S/o Batuni, Hot Wheather Waterman 
employed at Fatehpur under Medical Officer, 
Allahabad but terminating him from the sendee w.e.f. 
16-8-1987 is justified? If not to what relief the 
concerned applicant is entitled to and from what 
date?” 

2. Claim statement was filed by the workman pleading 
therein that he worked as casual summer waterman under 
North Central Railway, Allahabad from 24-4-84 to 15-9-89 
and his name figures at SI. No.24 of the list of casual 
employees. He served from 24-4-84 to 15-8-84,20-4-85 to 
15-8-S5, 17-4-86 to 15-8-86 and 28-4-87 to 15-8-S7. 
According to him, he worked for 430 days with the 
management during the period referred above. He w orkea 
in Rhumb Mela (Vindhyancha!) also from 10-1-89 to 
15-2-89. His services were dispensed.with on 16-8-37. He 
presents that letter dated 11-12-96 was issued by the 
Ministry of Labour for regularization of all casual labours, 
who worked in railways for a number of years. According 
to him, he is entitled for reinstatement and regularisation 
of his services. 

3. Contest was given to his claim by the management 
pleading that Ram Abhilash was engaged during summer 
seasons for supply of water. He worked for different spells 
but never worked continuously for 120 days for grants of 
a temporary status. His services were purely of casual in 
nature. Circular dated 11-12-96 is not applicable to him, 
since he was not in service on that date. His claim is liable 
to be dismissed. 

4. During adjudication process, the workman opted 
to abandon the proceedings. None appeared on his behalf 
on 17-9-2009. The Tribunal proceeded with the matter under 
rule 22 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules 1957. 
Shri Jatta Shankar Tiwari tendered his affidavit as evidence 
on behalf of the management. 

5. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Neeraj 
Kumar, authorised representative, advanced arguments 
on behalf of the management. None was there to raise 


submissions on behalf of the workman. I have given my 
careful considerations to the arguments advanced at the 
bar and cautiously perused the record. My findings on 
issues involved in the controversy are as follows 

6. As emerge out of the claim statement filed by 
Shri Ram Abhilash, he worked at Railway Hospital, 
Fatehpur, North Central Railway, Allahabad as casual 
summer waterman. He served from 24-4-84 to 15-8-84, 
25-4-85 10 15-S-85, 17-4-86 to 15-8-86 and 28-4-87 to 
15-8-87. Therefore, it is evident that he worked for 114 
days in the year 1984, for 105 days in the year 1985, for 106 
days in 1986 and for 105 days in 1987. He worked for 27 
days during Rhumb Mela (Vidhyanchal). Therefore, it is 
crystal clear that at no point of time he rendered 130 days 
service in a caiander year. 

7. A “seasonal workman” is engaged in a job which 
lasts during a particular season only, while a temporary 
workman may be engaged either for a work of temporary 
or casual nature or temporarily for work of a permanent 
nature, but a permanent workman is one who is engaged 
in a work of permanent nature only. The dislinciion 
between permanent workman engaged on a v/ork of 
permanent nature and a temporary workman engaged on a 
work of permanent nature is, in fact, that a temporary 
workman is engaged to fill in a temporary need oi'extra 
hands of permanent jobs. Thus when a workman is 
engaged on a work of permanent nature which lasts 
throughout the year, it is expected that he woiild coTiiinue 
there permanently unless he is engaged to fill in a temporary' 
need, in other words a workman is entitled to c.xpect 
permanency cfhis service. Law to this effect wm; laid by 
the Apex Court in Jaswant Sugar Mills [1961 (1) LLJ 649]. 

8. It has not been shown by the workman that he 
was appointed against a permanent vacancy or against a 
work of permanent nature. Consequently it is evident that 
the workman was appointed against a work ofcasual nature 
only. A casual or temporary workman would not acquire 
permanency of tenure merely because he is employed in a 
permanent department or given some benefit ordmarily 
enjoyed by the pennanent workman. Such proposition was 
laid in Rohtas industries Limited V s. Brijnandan Pandey 
[1956 (2) LLJ 444]. 

9. Some casual workmen employed in a Canteen, 
raised demand of permanency in service, fitc Tribunal 
directed that from particular date, they should be treated 
as probationer and appointed in permanent vacancy 
without going into the question as to whether more than 
permanent w-orkmen were necessary to be appointed in 
the canteen, over and above the existing permanent 
strength to justify the making of the casual workman as 
permanent, where they were working. Neither there was 
any permanent vacancy in existence nor the Tribunal 
directed for creation of new posts. When the matter reached 
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the Apex Court, it was announced that the Tribunal was 
not justified in making these directions. The workman may 
be made permanent only against permanent vacancies and 
not otherwise, announced the Apex Court in Hindustan 
Aeronautics Limited Vs. their workmen (1975 (11) LLJ 336). 

10. In Uma Devi [2006(4) SCC 1] the Apex Court 
considered the proposition as to whether the persons who 
got employment, without following of a regular procedure 
or even from the back door or on daily wages can be 
ordered to be made permanent in their posts, to prevent 
regular recruitment to the posts concerned. Catena of 
decisions over the subject were considered and the court 
declined the submissions of the workmen to be made 
permanent on the posts, which were held by them in 
temporary or adhoc capacity for a fairly long spell. The 
Court ruled thus: 

“With respect, why should the State be allowed to 
depart from the normal rule and indulge in temporary 
employment in permanent posts? This Court, in our 
view, is bound to insists on the State making regular 
and proper recruitments, and is bound not to 
encourage or shut its eyes to the persistent 
transgression of the rules of regular recruitment. The 
direction to make permanent the distinction between 
regularization and making permanent, was not 
emphasized here-can only encourage the State, the 
modal employer, to flout its own rules and would 
confer undue benefits on a few at the cost of many 
wailing to compete. With respect the directions made 
• in Piara Singh [ 1992(4) SCC 118] is to some extent 
inconsistent with the conclusion in para 45 of the 
said judgement therein. With great respect, it 
appears to us that the last of the directions clearly 
runs counter to the constitutional scheme of 
employment recognized in the earlier part of the 
decision. Really, it cannot be said that this decision 
has laid down the law that all ad-hoc, temporary or 
casual employees engaged without following a 
regular recruitment procedure should be made 
permanent.” 

11. Taking note of some of recent decisions, the 
Apex Court held that the State does not enjoy a power to 
make appointments in terms of article 162 of the 
Constitution. The Court quoted its decision in Girish Jyanti 
1 .al Vaghela [2006 (2) SCC 482] with approval, wherein it 
was ruled thus. 

“The appointment to any post under the State can 
only be made after a proper advertisement has been made 
inviting applications from eligible candidates and holding 
of a selection by a body of experts or a specially constituted 
committee whose members are fair and impartial through a 
written examination or interview or some other rational 
criteria for judging the inter se merit of candidates who 
have applied in response to the advertisement made. A 
regular appointment to the post under the State or Union 
cannot be made without issuing advertisement in the 


prescribed manner which may in some cases include 
inviting applications from the employment exchange, where 
eligible candidate get their names registered. Any regular 
appointment made on a post under the State or Union 
without issuing advertisement inviting applications from 
eligible candidates and without holding a proper selection 
where all eligible candidates get a fair chance to compete 
would violate the guarantee enshrined under article-16 of 
the Constitution”. 

12. In P.Chandra Shekhara Rao and Others [2006 (7) 
SCC 488] the Apex Court referred Uma Devi’s Case (Supra) 
with approval. It also relied its decision in a Uma Rani 
[2004 (7) SCC 112] and ruled that no regularization is 
permissible in exercise of statutory powers conferred in 
Article 162 of the Constitution, if the appointments have 
been made in contravention of the statutory rules. In 
Somveer Singh [2006 (5) SCC 493] the Apex Court ruled 
that appointment made without following due procedure 
cannot be regularized. 

13. In view of the facts detailed above, Shri Ram 
Ahilash Singh, a casual employee, who was engaged in 
violation of the rules, cannot expect his reinstatement in 
the services. Under these circumstances it is clear that no 
evidence was brought over the record to direct the 
management for his reinstatement in service. Since he had 
never rendered continuous service of 120 days in a 
calandar year, temporary status was not accorded to him. 
Action of the management cannot be faulted on that count. 
Shri Ram Abhilash is not entitled to any relief. 

14. The claimant was engaged for seasonal job for 
specific period. When his term of employment came to an 
end, his services were disengaged. He was never engaged 
against a work of permanent in nature and that too in 
consonance with recruitment rules. He cannot claim 
reinstatement in service of the management. His claim 
statement is devoid of merits. The same is, therefore, 
dismissed. An award is accordingly passed. 

DATED: 26-2-2010 

DR. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
16 2010 
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New Delhi, the 16th March, 2010 

S. O. 940.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employees in relation to the 
management of Syndicate Bank and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 16-3-2010. 

[No. L-I2025/1/2010-1R(B-II)] 
U. S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAbCUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 27th day of January, 2010 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 1/2005 
BETWEEN 

Shri Kasararn VenkateswaraGoud' 

S/o Sriramulu, 

R/ol7-l-391/S/423,Singareni, 

Colony, Saidabad, 

Hyderabad. ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Zonal Manager, 

Syndicate Bank, Somajiguda, 

Hyderabad. 

2. The General Manager, * 

Syndicate Bank, 

Head Office, Manipal, Karnataka. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner ; M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy & 

B. V. Chandra Sekhar, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. Alluri Krishnam Raju, 

G. V.N.Babu,N.P.Rao,A.B.S. 
Reddy, N. V. Kumar, T. L. Narayana 
& R. J. Prakash, Advocates. 

AWARD 

This petition has been filed by Sri K, Venkateswara 
Goud for his reinstatement with full back wages under 
Sec. 2 A (2) of the l.D. Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of 
the Hon’bic High Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in 
W.P. No. 8395of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri 
U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and 
two others and numbered in this Court as L.C.I.D. No. 1/ 
2005 and notices were issued to the parties. 

2. The case was contested by the Respondent 
management. However, on 27th January, 2010 both parties 
called present and Petitioner Sri K. Venkateswara Goud 
filed memo stating therein that the Bank has agreed to 
appoint him as attender and he does not want to press 
this petition and want to withdraw his claim. 


3. In light of this memodated 27-1-2010, the petition 
is dismissed as withdrawn and hence, the award. No order 
has been passed. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronounced by me on 
this the 27th day of January, 2010. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
A ppendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

WWI: Sri K. Venkaleshwara MW 1; Sri S. Subba Rao 
Goud 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
Ex. W1 : Copy of appointment letter dt. 13-2-1982 

Ex W2 : Copy of office Ir. dt. 2-12-1987 from Branch 
manager, Pathhergatti Branch 

Ex. W3 : Copy of service certificate issued by the Res¬ 
pondent bank dt. 9-4-91 

Ex. W4 : Copy of service certificate issued by the Res¬ 
pondent bank dt. 15-12-97 

Ex. W5 ; Copy of Ir. dt. 21 -4-82 issued by Respondent 

Ex. W6 : Copy of seniority list of temporary aitendars in 
Respondent bank 

Ex. W7 ; Copy of district-wise panel of candidates atta¬ 
ched to Hyderabad city division 

Ex.W8 : Copyofir. dt. 17-1-2001 of regional office 
(CITY), Hyderabad 

Ex. W9 : Copy of telegram dt. 20-4-1995 

Ex. WIO : Copies of Service certificates issued by the 
toW34 Respondent bank WWI 

Ex. W35 ; Copy of officer Ir. dt. 31 -1 -1998 by Respondent 
bank 

Ex, W36 : Copy of particulars of temporary employees of 
Respondent bank 

Ex. W37 : Copies of Service certificates issued by the 
to W90 Respondent bank to W W1 

Ex, W91 : Copy of letter disclosing the currency chest of 
Respondent bank 

Ex. W92 : Copies of Service certificates issued by the 
to 102 Respondent bank WWI 

Ex. W103: Copy of the cheque dated 29-6-2002 

Ex. W104: Copies of Service certificates issued by the 
toW107 Respondent bank WWI 

Ex. W108: Copy of index disclosing the details of service 
of the Petitioner in Respondent bank 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 17th March, 2010 

S.O. 941,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Hyderabad (L.C.I.D. No. 
74/2007) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd. and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-03-2010. 

[No. L-22012/1/20IO.IR(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present:— Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 28th day of January, 2010 
Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 74/2007 
BEIAVEEN 

Sri Jalcel Khan, 

S/o Ghafzar Khan 
Flood Colony, 

Naspoor CCC Post CCC Naspur, 

District. Adilabad. _Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

M/s.Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Indaramkhani Chennur. 

Post Chenjiur. Dist. Adilabad. 

2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Kothagudem Post, 

Khammam District ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : Sri S. Bhagawanth Rao, 
Advocate 


For the Respondent ; M/s. P. A. V. V. S. Sarma & 
Vijaya Laxmi Panguluri, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

The Petitioner has filed this petition under Sec. 2 A 
(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 in light of the judgement of the 
Hon’ble Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P, No. 
8395 of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sri.U. Chinnappa 
and M/s. Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. It has been stated by the Petitioner that he was 
appointed on 4-2-88 and he discharged his duties to the 
full satisfaction of Respondent till the date of his removal 
in the year 2006. He has further stated that his services are 
governed by company’s standing orders and he has put in 
18 years of qualified service. The Respondent issued a 
charge sheet in the year 2004 for absenteeism under 25.25 
of the standing orders of the company and dismissed the 
Petitioner from the services. The Petitioner was charged 
with the following allegations, that the Petitioner has put 
154 musters In 2002 year and 118 musters in the year 2003 
and 65 musters in the year 2005 and 41 musters upto 
31-5-2005. 

3. He has further contended that his wife died in the 
year 2004 and his three children have become orphans due 
to which he could not attend to hisjob properly in the year 
2004. There was no elderly member in his family to take 
care of his children, the Petitioner submitted medical 
certificates before the competent authority but not 
considered by them. He has further ijontended that due to 
death of his wife the health of the Petitioner started 
deteriorating day by day and he became ill and he took 
treatment in Sai Orthopadic Hospital. He also sustained an 
accident in course of employment and have taken treatment 
in Colliery Hospital from 12-2-2005 to 12-1-2006. Thus, 
there was no fault in attending duty by the Petitioner. The 
Petitioner has contended that he is illiterate man and he 
knows only to sign “Zallel Khan” in English. He was not 
given any opportunity to cross-examine management 
wimess. His signature was obtained on English typed paper 
without explaining the contents. So he claimed to look into 
the validity of the domestic enquiry as well. He has further 
alleged that the removal of the Petitioner from the services 
is against law and facts and is highly arbitrary, illegal and 
violative of the principles of natural Justice. The punishment 
of the dismissal from service is the last punishment under 
the standing order of the company, but Respondent has 
taken extreme steps of dismissal of the Petitioner from the 
services. The Respondent has issued final letter dated 
30-3-2007. Hence cause of action arose from that day. The 
Petitioner has got no Job despite his best efforts and 
Petitioner as well as his children are suffering due to 
unemployment of the Petitioner. The Petitioner has prayed 
that the dismissal order be set aside and he be reinstated in 
the services of the Respondent with all service benefits 
with full back wages. 
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4. Respondent has filed counter statement and has 
contended .that the Respondent company is a Centra! 
Government undertaking and it operates the mines. I he 
proper procedure to entertain an industrial dispute is after 
failure of conciliation proceedings which has not been done 
in this case. The Respondent has contended that the 
Petitioner of the instant case does not deserve any 
sympathy on account of his unauthorized absenteeism 
because he did not choose to offer CNplanation to the charge 
sheet issued to him. During the course of enquiry, the 
Enquiry Officer explained the entire proceeding in Teiugu, 
the language which is understood by the Petitioner. Fuilher 
the Petitioner has to cross-examine the management witness 
during the course of enquiry. It is note worthy that the 
Petitioner remained unauthorisedly absent during the year 
2003 and have put in only 180 days musters. The Petitioner 
did not choose to perform his job and in the year 2004 he 
attended only 65 days musters. He did not improve himself 
ever after issue ofthg charge sheet and in the year 2005 till 
31-8-2005 he has attended only 83 days musters. I'his 
proves that the Petitioner has no intention to vvork. He has 
admitted his misconduct and his conduct shows that he do 
not want to reform himself, thus, no option was left with 
the Respondent except to dismiss the Petitioner from the 
services. It has further been contended by Respondent that 
on account of unauthorised absenteeism the Petitioner was 
issued charge sheet dated 10-6-2005 as he has worked for 
65 days only during the year 2004 which amount to 
misconduct under company’s standing order No. 25. 25. 
After receipt of the charge sheet Petitioner did not 
submit any explanation for his inability to perform the 
duties, as such an enquiry was conducted by giving full 
and fair opportunity to Petitioner and after detailed enquiry, 
Enquiry Officer held that the charges were proved against 
the Petitioner. During the course of enquiry Petitioner 
deposed that his wife expired in the year 2004 due to which 
he could not attend to his duties properly. But this problem 
was never brought to the notice of the management during 
the period of absenteeism. The contention of Petitioner 
that he met with the accident and remained hospitalized 
for a period w.c.f. 12-2-2005 to 12-1-2006 has not been 
proved by the Petitioner nor it was brought to the notice of 
the competent authority. Petitioner was afforded proper 
opportunity to cross-examine the management witness 
but he has refused to cross examine the witnesses. A show 
cause notice was issued to the Petitioner on the basis of 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer calling upon the 
Petitioner to submit his representation but the Petitioner 
did not submit any reply even after receipt of the notice 
as such, his services were terminated in the light of clause 
25.25 of the standing orders and in the light of the case law 
reported in 1996( 1) SCO page 302 in the matter of State of 
U.P. and others Vs. Ashok Kumar Singh and another and 
the Hbn’blc Supreme Court’s latest judgment in (Ashappa's 
case). The petition has got no force and deserves to be 
dismissed. 


[Pari II.Sir,3{ii)| 

5. So far as tlie question of legality and valid:'} of 
the departmental enquiry is concerned, the Lwirncd 
Counsel for the I'elitioner moved a memo dated 7-7-2009 
conceding the legality and validity of the domestic 
enquiry, as sucli, 'T.c domestic enquirv' was held u> be 
legal and valid. 

6 . I have iieard Learned Counsel for the f'cid ii'acr 
as well as that tT'iliC Respondent and 1 have gone ihrcjugh 
the documentary evidence produced by INnitioner as well 
as that of the Respoiideiit management. Peiilioncr sue- filed 
his application dated 30-3-2007 lor reconsiderad' n oi 
dismissal order lie has also filed dismissal ordc' dated 
29-3-2006 through which he informed that he ha:% ocen 
dismissed from the services w.e.f. 1-4-2006. He ha.-- tiled 
discharge card ot Singareni Colliery llospitu' uaied 
12-1-2006 wherein the date of admission and date of 
discharge has been over-wTitlen. Notice dated 17-0-2005 
calling him to submit his representation if any aga rist the 
finding of Enquiry Officer. He has also filed e.vtraci ol 
enquiry proceeding and enquiry report, prescription ol Sai 
Orthopaedic Hospital dated 19-10-2005 and 10-12-2005, 
copy of the certificate from Singareni Collieries Medical 
Department showing his dale of unfit 4-2-2005 and date 
of fitness 10-3-2005. Attendance certificate dated 
17-2-2004 issued by superintendent of Mines showing that 
he has attended his duty in the year 2001 for 222 niustcrs, 
in the year 2002 for 154 musters and in the year 2003 
118 musters. Xerox copy of the certificate ol' dte Area 
Hospital, Kamuki ishnapur show'ing that Zallel Kiian has 
suffered with later Malleolus Rt. I'racturc. I his injury is 
classified as serious. 1 le has also filed xerox cop> oi death 
certificate oi'his w ife Rukshana which shows liRif death of 
his wife occurred on 12-9-2002. Xerox copy oi ceriilkalc 
dated 2-11-2005, xerox copy of the accident report dated 
11-10-2005 showing that Zallel Khan, Coal filler met with 
accident on 1 i-10-2005. He has also filed xerox copy of 
SSC Marksheet of his daughter, xerox copy of coni 'dcntial 
letter of M/s, Singareni Collieries Company >.; J . dated 
21-1-2006 issued by Additional C.M.O., to the ( Luliery 
Manager, informing him that Zallel Khan is a ease ol 
accident while on duty on 11-10-2005 and he w. s ircated 
at Area Hospital, Rainakrishnapur. He is adviec'. to go 
down the mine to work spot and come up lor a period ol 
to days. Xerox copy of out-patient tickei iiated 
10-12-2005, office order dated 1-1-1990 for cmpancimenl 
of his name as badli coal filler. Photo copy of death 
certificate of his wife Rukhshana and serious iccidenl 
reports. 

7. Respondent management has filed cliaige sheet 
dated 10-6-2005. enquiry notice dated 13-6-2005. enquiry 
proceeding running in five pages, enquiry repent running 
in four pages notice dated 17-8-2005 and dismissal order 
dated 29-3-2006 intimating the Petitioner that hts services 
were hereby dismissed w.e.f. 1-4-2006. Ih'oceeding and 
action taken thereon show that he was dismissed from 
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the services. The enquiry report and enquiry proceeding 
document show that the Petitioner has not submitted any 
document during the course of the enquiry. Learned 
Counsel for the Petitioner has argued before this court 
that the Petitioner was not given opportunity to cross 
examine the witnesses of the management nor the 
contention raised by the Petitioner was considered by 
Enquiry Officer. The Petitioner has informed the Enquiry 
Officer that his wife expired in the year 2004 and due to the 
death of his wife he could not attend to his duties because 
he had three young children and there was none to look 
after the children of the Petitioner. 

8 . As against this contention of the Learned 
Counsel for the Petitioner the Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent has replied that Petitioner was issued with a 
charge sheet and he was asked to submit his explanation 
but Petitioner has not submitted any explanation to the 
said charge sheet. In proof of this contention he has craved 
the attention of this court towards the enquiry proceeding, 
the original proceeding book has been submitted by him. 
On the very first page of this enquiry proceeding the 
presence ofZallcl Khan has been mentioned and he was 
put on a question regarding receipt of the charge sheet to 
which he has replied in affirmative. He has been asked 
whether he has given any reply to the charge sheet, to 
which he has replied in negative. There is signature of 
Zallel Khan on this proceeding sheet which has not been 
challenged by the Petitioner before this tribunal. Not only 
that it was asked to the Petitioner whether he is feeling 
guilty of the charges, to which he replied he is pleading 
guilty of the charges. He has declined to seek assistance 
from any other person, this shows that the charge sheet 
was given to the Petitioner which was not replied by him 
and during the course of the enquiry he has pleaded guilty. 
Specific statement was given by Respondent’s witness, 
A. Murthy, Office Superintendent, who has stated that 
Zallel Khan has put in 65 musters, during 2004 he remained 
absent without obtaining leave and without prior intimation. 
No question was asked by Zallel Khan from Mr. N.Murthy 
though opportunity was given to Mr. Zallel Khan to 
cross examine the witnesses but he has not cross examined. 
The statement of Mr. N. Murthy has been substantiated 
by V.V. Appa Reddy, Paysheet Clerk who has stated during 
the course of enquiry that during the year 2004 from January, 
2004 to December, 2004 the Petitioner has remained absent 
for 247 days. 1 Ic has submitted xerox copies of attendance 
register. The statement was recorded in the presence of 
Petitioner and he was asked to cross examine the witness, 
but has not cross examined. The proceeding book further 
shows that statement of Mr. Zallel Khan was also recorded 
by the Enquiry' OlTiccr, He has stated that he received charge 
sheet No. CM. 2/R.3/2005/1149 dated 10-6-2005. He has 
further staled that he remained absent for 247 days 
unauthoriscdly without sanctioned leave or without 
sufficient cause through out the year 2004. He has stated 
that due to sudden death of his wife his family condition 
has become disturbed, his three children have become 
orphans and he could not attend to his duties regularly. 


He has admitted that it is the mistake on his part for not 
informing his superiors about his family condition and he 
has not given leave application. He has slated that he 
reported sick in company hospital from 15-11 -2004 to 31 - 
12-2004, But no evidence was produced by the Petitioner. 
Thus, the Enquiry Officer has held that the Petitioner was 
habitual absentee and had put in only 65 musters during 
the year 2004. He did not informed his superiors or 
Respondent company about his absenteeism nor he has 
applied for any type of leave. This shows the contention 
of the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner that Petitioner 
was not afforded opportunity to cross examine management 
witnesses is baseless and unacceptable. So far as the cause 
of absence is concerned, the Petitioner has contended 
and stated before the Enquiry Officer that due to death of 
his wife he remained absent. The Petitioner did not file or 
produce any evidence regarding the date of death of his 
wife before the Enquiry Officer, however, he has submitted 
xerox copy of death certificate of his wife Rukhshana before 
this tribunal which otherwise proves 
that the wife of Petitioner died on 12-9-2002. If the cause of 
absence of the Petitioner was sudden death ofhis wife, his 
wife expired in September, 2002 wherein the Petitioner has 
put in 154 musters during the year 2002.1 lowevcr he has 
put in 118 musters during the year 2003, but remained absent 
in 2004 thus the contention of Petitioner that he remained 
absent due to death ofhis wife is not correct and against 
own evidence of Petitioner. Had the cause of absence been 
the death of Petitioner’s wife, it was the year 2002 and 2003 
which could have been justified for the absence of the 
Petitioner due to death ofhis wife. But the Petitioner has 
been issued charge sheet for his absence during the year 
2004 which year he has put in only 65 musters which can 
not be said to be the cause of wife’s death. Because, the 
Petitioner’s wife expired about l '/2 years before starting 
the year 2004, thus, what was the cause of the Petitioner’s 
absence during the year 2004 has not been explained by 
the Petitioner. The explanation given by Petitioner before 
this court through this petition is neither tenable nor based 
on factual matrix because the evidence prove that 
Petitioner’s wife expired in the year 2002 itself This court 
has every sympathy for the Petitioner and his children due 
to the sudden demise ofhis wife, but the absence of the 
Petitioner in the year 2004 is not the cause of demise of the 
wife of Petitioner. 

9. During course of enquiry Petitioner stated thai 
he did not informed his superiors regarding his absence 
nor he applied for any type of leave. However, he argued 
before this Court that he was-met with a serious accident 
due to which he could not attend to his duties but evidence 
submitted by Petitioner itself proves that Petitioner met 
with accident in the month of November, 2005. This also 
can not substantiate the contention of the Petitioner that 
his absence during the year 2004 was cause of accident or 
fracture ofhis wrist. 

10. Prom the above discussion and evidence 
available on record this tribunal has come to the conclusion 
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that the Petitioner’s absence during the year 2004 for a 
period of 247 days was without any sufficient reason and 
cause and without or intimation and prior leave from his 
superiors. 4'his is grave misconduct within 25.25 of the 
standing orders to which Petitioner’s services are governed. 
Learned Counsel for Petitioner has argued that provision 
of clause 25.25 of Standing Orders of the company has got 
no statutoi 7 force but I am not convinced with this argument 
because the service condition of Petitioner is governed by 
standing order of company as such, it has statutory force 

and it regulate the condition of service of the Petitioner as 

stated by him in his claim petition, thus, the Respondent 
managemcni has committed no mistake nor any illegality in 
dismissing the Petitioner from the services and penalty 
imposed by the management is neither excessive nor 
disproportionate to misconduct as ‘held by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the matter of Ashok Kumar Singh and 
another Vs. Stale of U.P. and others. Petitioner does not 
deserve any sympathy from this court, there is no merit in 
the petition. 

11. Ixamcd Counsel for the Petitioner has submitted 
before this tribunal to consider the petition on sympathetic 
ground because the Petitioner along with his three minor 
children arc facing economical crisis due to the non- 
employment of the Petitioner. I have considered this 
argument, No doubt, the children of Petitioner are minor 
and Petitioner would be facing hardship and crisis due to 
the non-employment but for his non-employment and 
economical crises no other than the Petitioner is responsible 
and it is Petitioner who has forced himself and his children 
to face starvation and economical crisis, and this can not 
he a good ground for sympathetic and lenient attitude 
towards tlic person vvho being a young man is not 
interested to his duties by not pcrfonnlng to his job and 
remained absent without any reasonable or sufficient cause 
thereby losing his Job and thus he can not be looked with 
any leniency or sympathy there is no merit in this argument 
as well, l ie does not deserve any sympathy from this 
tribunal. There is no merit in this petition and deserves to 
be dismissed and accordingly this petition is dismissed 
and hence, this Award. 

Award passed accordingly, I ransmit. 

Dictated to Sml. P. Phani Gowri. Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 28th day of 
January, 2010. 

VF.D PRAKASl 1GAUR, Presiding OiEcct 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for : Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL. 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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14-11-2007 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India in discharging the services of Sri A. Joseph, 
is legal and justified ? If not to what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 70/2007 and issued 
notices to both sides. Both sides entered appearance 
through their respective counsel and filed their Claim and 
Counter statement as the case may be. 

3. The facts necessary for disposal of the ID averred 
in the Claim Statement are as follows : 

The petitioner/cashier in MRL Manali branch of the 
Respondent/Bank was suspended on 22-01-1997 for an 
alleged indecent and disorderly behavior on 21-01-1997. 
On 19-03-1997 Charge Memo was issued levelling 
5 charges to which the petitioner submitted explanation on 
20-03-1997 denying the allegations. He was Charge Sheeted 
on 27-05-1999. The first charge is that the petitioner 
submitted false I.eave Fare Concession bill for Rs. 5,520/ 
claiming to have commenced journey to various places 
from 04-05-1994. fhe second charge is that he submitted 
false l.eavc Fare Concessions for Rs, 11,052/- claiming to 
have commenced journey to various places from 11-07- 
1995. He was Charge Sheeted after 5 years for collateral 
purposes with delay not explained. An enquiry was held in 
which charges were not proved. The petitioner disproved 
the charges by examining witnesses and marking RC Book 
of the Car with no. I'M'f 4215 which car is proved used by 
the bank and MRL. In spite of that the charges were held 
proved. The finding is perverse and contrary to evidence. 
On 04-04-2001, Show-Cause Notice proposing punishment 
of dismissal without notice was issued which was replied 
to. On 02-06-2001, the punishment of discharge was 
imposed. Appeal preferred was rejected on 03-11-2001 
arbitrarily. He was Charge Sheeted on 
19-03-1997 suspending him on 22-01 -1997 in a vindictive 
action. The first of 5 charges is that the petitioner on 
08-11-1996 left the place of work for 30 minutes, second is 
that on 14-11 -1996, the petitioner had heated argument with 
customer and the cashier V. Devendran, third charge is 
that he was in a drunken mood on 21 -01 -1997, fourth charge 
is that he demanded Identity Card from 
M. Karunanidhi who came to the bank for audit, fifth charge 
is that he shouted at armed guard on 21 -01 -1997 which are 
denied. In the domestic enquiry, no charges were proved. 
He had gone out to meet a relative on information to his 
superior. The cashier deposed that there was no heated 
discussion, Demand of Identity Card from M. Karunanidhi, 
then a stranger to him could not be a misconduct. Charge 
Sheet dated 27-05-1999 was issued finding no use of the 
earlier charge. The evidence of Ganapalhy Raman without 
his Investigation Report cannot be accepted. He was giving 
evidence against the petitioner with a predetermined mind. 


The petitioner travelled in car with number 3 :M f ‘216 'f 
Kasi with Driver I .S. Vadivel. They have supported 
petitioner’s journey in the car. Kasi deposed that receipt 
was issued by him using the Letter Head of Ramya travels 
as a usual practice. The petrol/diesel bill, parking ticket etc. 
could not be produced due to the delayed initiation of the 
Charge Sheet after 5 years putting the petitioner into great 
prejudice. Taking into account the earlier punishment of 
censure without notice, punishment of discharge is imposed 
in violation of natural justice and fair play. The Appellate 
Authority saddled in the same way as the 
DisciplinaryAuthority.The enquiry was conducted against 
the principles of natural justice and fair play. The 
punishment is illegal. It is also grossly disproportionate 
and the same is liable to be “interfered with under 
Section-11A of the ID Act. The petitioner is without 
employment. It is prayed that the punishment be held 
illegal and same be set aside and the petitioner be reinstated 
into service with all benefits. 

4. The allegations in the Counter Slalcmcnl bereft of 
unnecessary details are as follows: 

The petitioner had been dismissed once with effect 
from 1-9-1984 for the misconduct of claiming false bill of 
Rs. 3,810/-. As per ID award dated 20-11-1995 , he was 
reinstated. 3^he dispute is related to the present discharge. 
The petitioner had been subjected to three disciplinary 
proceedings. Delay in charge sheeting was on account 
verification purpose. The petitioner is not prejudiced 
thereby. The charges were proved In the enquiry, 'fhe 
vouchers were not genuine and the vehicle was not a taxi. 
The bank lost confidence in him. The punishment is 
commensurate with the gravity of the charges. Tlic past 
record of the petitioner was not favourable. One disciplinary' 
proceedings against him is kept in abeyance . fhe claim is 
only to be dismissed. 

5. The evidence consists of the oral evidence of W W1 
and Ex. WI to Ex.W9 marked on the petitioner's side . On 
the side of the management Ex. Ml was marked and no oral 
evidence was adduced. The marking of the documents was 
on mutual consent. 

6. Points for consideration arc: 

(i) Whether the discharge of the peiilioner from 
service by the Rcspondcnl/Management is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) 'fo what relief the concerned workman is entitled 
to? 

Point Nos. (i)& (ii) 

7. The learned counsel for the petitioner argued that 
the charge sheet issued is belated and is for collateral 
purposes after 5 years. The socalled investigation report 
on which the action was based was not given to the 
petitioner. The delay is not explained. That the journey 
was not conducted by the peiilioner is not proved, fhe 
finding is perverse. The appeal was rejected arbitrarily. 
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8. The contra contentions on behalf of the 
Respondent are that from the inaterials placed before the 
domestic enquiry the finding could be found to be correct 
and there is no scope for interference. The petitioner has 
had recurring misconducts of the nature from time to time. 
The Respondenl/Management lost confidence on him 
fhe enquiry and the findings are proper. There is no scope 
for interference with punishment. The petitioner as a bank 
employee deal ing with public money is expected to be with 
honestly and integrity to his duty. He has been dismissed 
once w.e.f 1-9-1984 for a similar misconduct. As per ID 
award dated 20-11-1995, he was reinstated. The delay in 
chargesheeting was the need for account verification. The 
delay has not prejudiced the petitioner. He has not 
produced genuine voucher for the journey undertaken. 

9. It is noi the case of the petitioner that he has 
produced vouchers which was not open to challenge at 
the hands ol the Respondent/Management. Evidently and 
admittedly the bill produced does not relate to the owner 
of the vehicle in which the petitioner allegedly travelled. 
Though the case is that the voucher of a different owner of 
a vehicle was produced claiming as a usual practice the 
same has not been substantiated by the petitioner. 
Conversely , the said owner of the other vehicle has also 
disowned his vehicle having been made use of by the 
petitioner I’or undertaking his journey. When a proposition 
is introduced which is not so common but is asserted as 
having been a usual practice , it is for that person, herein 
the petitioner, who has to elucidate the same. In other 
words, it is for the petitioner to make it clear how when the 
journey was undertaken in a vehicle to vouchsafe the same 
the vouchers pertaining to another vehicle could meet the 
purpose especially when it is di.so\viied by the owner of 
the other vehicle itself That burden has not been discharged 
by the petitioner. I hc charge against the petitioner could, 
be found proved in the enquiry. The finding cannot be 
found as perverse. 31ie delay has been explained. The 

^Miquirv and the findings arc fair and proper. The 
punishment is also legal and justified and therefore it is 
only to be upheld, The petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. 

10. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 10th March, 2010). 

A.N.JANARI3AN.AN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined : 

I'or the I St Parly/Pctilioncr: WWI, Sri A. Joseph 
i-or the 2nd Party /Management: None, 

Documents marked: 

On the petitioner's side 

Ex. No, Date Description 

l-x. WI 17-2-2009 Charge Sheet 


Ex. W2 22-2-2009 

Defense Brief 

Ex. W3 


Prosecution Brief 

Ex. W4 

19-2-2000 

Enquiry Report along with 
the documents marked m the 
enquiry 

Ex. W4 (a) 


22 documents tnarked by the 
prosecution side 

Ex. W4 (b) 


6 documents marked by the 
petitioner in the Enqulix 

(i) Charges Voucher 

(ii) Charges Voucher 

(iii) Charges Voucher lor Rs. 
120 dated 06-04-1994 

(iv) Receipt issued by R.Rasi 

Ex. W5 

04-04-2001 

Order passed by the 
Disciplinary Auihoril;. 

Ex. W6 

30-04-2001 

13xplanalion given b\ liic 
petitioner to Disciphn uy 
Authority 

Ex. W7 

02-06-200; 

Final order passed b] me 
Disciplinary Auihon:-. 

Ex.W8 1 

7-7-20O1 

Appeal filed by the iwinioncr 

Ex. W9 

03-11-2001 

Order ofthe AppelIthe 
Authority 

On the Managen.jcnt's side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 2 

O-i 1-1990 

Order passed in ID Nn i;-' 


1987. 

'T; 18 20 lO 
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New Delhi, the 18lh March, 2010 

S.O. 943.— In pursuance of Section ] ' rd'the 
Industrial Disputes .Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Kef 'Mi. 357/ 
2004) ofthe Centra! Government industrial rribua-.il cum- 
Labour Court Chennai as shown in the Annc.xuie in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management ofthe i.akshmi 
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Vilas Bank Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 18-03-2010. 

[No. L-I2012/109/2004-IR(B-I)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GO\^RNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXTJM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 23rd February, 2010 

Present: A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No, 357/2004 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. and 
their workman] 

BETWEEN 

Sri A. Selvakumar : 1st Party /Petitioner 
And 

The Chief Manager, : 2nd Party/Management 
The Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd., 

Karur 

APPEARANCE 

For the 1st Party /Petitioner; M/s. Arunachalam & 

Associates 

For the 2nd Party/Management: M/s. K, Jayaraman 

AWARD 

The Central Government Ministiy of Labour vide 
order No. L-12012/109/2004-1R(B-1) dated 13-5-2004 has 
referred this Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is :— 

“Whether the action of the management of The 
Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. in terminating the services 
of Shri A. Selvakumar w.e.f. 26-2-1994 without 
conducting any enquiry is justified? If not, to what 
relief he is entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as 1. D. No. 357/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegation of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows;— 

The Petitioner was working as a Clerk under the 
Respondent/Management from 1980 onwards in various 
branches and finally in Kandhili Branch at Thiruppathur 


Taluk. He was suffering from continuous illness and has 
sent leave applications for four spells from 01-12-1993 to 
23-02-1994 alongwith medical certificates. On 28-01-2004, 
the Respondent/Management sent a communication 
stating that his absence from 27-10-1993 is an unauthorized 
one and thereby calling upon him to report for duty within 
30 days from the date of notice based on Section-17 of 
Bipartite Settlement dated 10-04-1989. After receiving the 
said notice on 01 -02-1994, the Petitioner reported for duty 
on 24-02-1994 in Kandhili Branch and handed over the 
joining letter but the Branch Manager bluntly refused to 
permit the Petitioner to join duty. Immediately, the Petitioner 
sent a telegram to Divisional Manager, Salem and Chairman 
at Karur stating that Branch Manager is not permitting him 
to join duty on 24-02-2004.0n the next day, he sent a 
telegram notice to the Manager, Kandhili Branch stating 
that action of the Respondent in refusing to provide job is 
unlawful and unethical. He also sent registered 
representation to Assistant General Manager through 
Branch Manager on 24-02-1994. Again on 25-02-1994, he 
again sent a registered letter to Divisional Manager and 
also met the Industrial Relations Manager of Personnel 
Department of Respondent/Bank and told him that he was 
not permitted by Branch Manager to join duty and the 
Industrial Relations Manager advised the petitioner to act 
according to the instructions of Assistant General 
Manager. On 26-02-1994, the Petitioner sent registered letter 
to AGM narrating all the above facts and requested him to 
provide a special letter to the Branch Manager. But, the 
AGM has abruptly sent a communication on 28-02-1994 
stating that since the Petitioner has not reported for duty 
till 26-02-1994 his name was deleted from 26-02-1994 without 
considering the various efforts taken by the Petitioner, 
which is illegal and deletion of his name from roll is without 
considering his representation is arbitrary and against 
principles of natural justice. Even though the Respondent/ 
Management alleged that all the leave applied for by the 
petitioner are unauthorized one, they have neither rejected 
nor returned the leave applications. Further, deleting the 
name of Petitioner from rolls on 26-02-1994 without issuing 
any notice, framing charges and even without conducting 
any enquiry is unlawful. It is a clear case of victimization 
done against principles of natural justice and also 
provisions of Section-25F of I. D. Act. The Petitioner then 
filed an appeal before the Deputy Commissioner of Labour 
under Shops & Establishment Act in TSE No. 8/94 
challenging order of termination and the appeal was allowed 
on 13-03-1997. Against that order. Respondent/ 
Management preferred a Writ Petition before the High Court 
and High Court by an order dated 12-12-2003 without going 
into the merits of the case, allowed the same on the ground 
that authority has no jurisdiction to decide the matter. 
Hence, the Petitioner raised this dispute before 
Commissioner of Labour (Central). Therefore, the Petitioner 
prays to pass an award to set aside the order of termination 
and to reinstate the Petitioner into service with full 
backwages, continuity of service and other attendant 
benefits. 
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4. In the Counter Statement, the Respondent has 
contended that though the Petitioner was working as a Clerk 
he was not really interested in thejob. He was not available 
for employment continuously for long periods. In the year 
1991 he reported for work only for 12 days, in 1992 for 25 
days and in the year 1993 for 12 days. The Petitioner has 
exhausted all the leave entitled for an employee and even 
after exhausting his leave he continued to submit his leave 
application from time to time. 'Fhe said leave applications 
were rejected by the Respondent/Bank with an endorsement 
“unauthorized absence with consequent cut in salary”. 
Leave applications for the period from 30-10-1993 to 
05-11-1993. 06-11-1993 to 30-11-1993, 01-12-1993 to 
21-12-1993, 22-12-1993 to 10-01-1994 and 11-01-1994 
to 05-02-1994 was never sanctioned by the Respondent/ 
Bank, Therefore, his continuous absent for 90 days attracted 
provisions of Section-17 of Bipartite Settlement dated 
10-04-1989. Since the Petitioner absented for duty 
unauthorizcdly as per the terms of Para 17 of Settlement, 
notice dated 28-01-1994 was issued to the Petitioner calling 
upon him to show cause why Para-17 of Bipartite 
Settlement should not be invoked and he was further called 
upon to report for duty within 30 days thereof and to give 
satisfactory explanation and in the absence of reply, his 
name will be deleted on the expiry of 30 days notice which 
expired on 26-02-1994. The Petitioner was not reported 
for duty on 24-02-1994 as alleged by him. Para 17 of the 
Bipartite Settlement does not speak of receipt of notice 
j.e, only the date of notice, It is false to allege that the 
Petitioner reported for duty on 24-02-1994 and he was 
prevented from joining duty. The Respondent/Bank neither 
received any communication at its Kandhili Branch nor at 
its administrative office. Cessation of employment of 
Petitioner brought about in the said circumstances would 
not amount to a termination by the Respondent/Bank. 
Therefore, deletion of Petitioner’s name from the rolls 
cannot be said as arbitrary and against the principles of 
naturalju.slice. Previously, the Petitioner has abstained from 
duly unauthoriscdly from 29-04-1993 and when his 
unauthorized absence crossed 90 days a notice dated 
28-09-1993 was issued in terms of Para-17 of Bipartite 
Settlement dated 10-04-1989 and immediately he reported 
for duly on 20-10-1993 with a view to avoid deletion of 
his name in terms of settlement dated 10-04-1989, 
subsequent to that he had again indulged in unauthorized 
absence from 27-10-1993 and from 30-10-1993, Since the 
Petitioner having failed to get favourable orders under T ami I 
Nadu Shops & Establishment Act has come before this 
Tribunal with the same baseless allegations. But, the mere 
fact that the Petitioner from January, 1991 to 
28-01-1994 has reported for duty only for 49 days shows 
how much interest he has got towards employment. The 
countenance of the claim of Petitioner would amount to 
gross abuse ofproccss of law. Flence, lor ail these reasons, 
the Respondent prays that the claim may be dismissed 
with costs. 


3(n)| 

5, Again, in the rejoinder, the Petitioner aliC'.:ed dial 
notice dated 28-01-1994 of the Respondent' ITink was 
received by hiin on 01-02-1994 and therefore, he lias got 
lime till 03-03-1094. Though the Respondent aiiegeu dial 
the time prescribed in the notice expired on 20 02 1994, 
he has approached the Respondent/Bank on 24 {TM994 
and submitted his joining report. Only because he vvas not 
permitted to join duty, he sent a telegram on llie n irne day 
i.e. 24-02-1994 regarding actual happenings to ih-; Asstl. 
General Manager, Divisional Manager and Chaionun of 
the Respondent Bank. Even the AGM recer.ed the 
representation given by the Petitioner on 26-02-i‘t9.] intd 
without considering the above representation, die AGM 
issued a communication dated 28-02-1994 to tiie clfcct 
that the Petitioner’s name has been removed trom iJie roils 
w.e.f. 26-02-1994, Even after that he has sent a detailed 
reply to Divisional Manager and it was received by him on 
01-03-1994. When there was a difference oi Vipinion 
regarding issue of Joining duty, the Respondent Bank ought 
to have conducted an enquiry to clarify the issue and I he 
Petitioner should have given an opportunity to explain the 
genuineness ofhi.s case. Therefore, without condaeting any 
enquiry the ordc’r passed by the Rcspondcnt'Mana'.'emenl 
is illegal and against the principles of natural justu.'e. Even 
the High Court in number of decisions held that "date ot 
notice” has to be read as “date of receipt ot notice” 
otherwise it will be liable to be struck down as virdalive of 
Aiticle-Moflhe Constitution. Since the striking oi'iiis name 
from rolls of bank is a clear case of terminal a in which 
amounts to retrenchment, the same is illegal and invalid in 
the absence of complying with mandatory pros isions of 
Section-25!'' of the i, D. Act. Hence, he prays for a'.vard 
in his favour. 

6, Again, the Respondent/Managemeiii kiled. an 
additional counter alleging that Petitioner had heen diarge 
sheeted on three prior occasions for his irequent 
unauthorized absence and appropriate punishment was also 
imposed on three occasions. In all these cases, the I ’ciu ioner 
reported for duty purposely and willfully betore expiry ot 
notice period and worked for few days and again rcinained 
absent from duly. ! le had been referred to mcdica! lioard/ 
DM0 on several occasions for his continued absence on 
various days to find out his fitness to resume dui\ but tlic 
Petitioner did not appear before the medical lioard and 
prolonging the matter, J'hcrcforc, the Petition^'!- is not 
entitled to any relief and hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim of the Petitioner with costs, 

7, 'fhe !. D. was once disposed olTlw my learned 
predecessor as per award dated 03-04-2006 as per which it 
was held that the action taken by the Respondent Bank 
invoking provisions of Para-17 of Bipartite StUlement is 
not legal with direction to reinstate the peiiiioncr with 
continuity of service and all other altendani beuvdits 
however limiting the hackwages to a hall. It was lurther 
ordered that there is no prohibition in taking dei'eii linciual 




'tllf ' 




I im 4| i|{ 






’iTO ^ WPr : 10, 2010 M? 20, 1932 


1849 


[^II—3(ii)] 


action after conducting domestic enquiry with regard to 
the unauthorized absence of the petitioner from 
27*10-1993. The Respondent/Bank filed WP (MD) 9076/ 
2006 before the Hon’ble High Court of Madras challenging 
the award. As per order dated 15-02-2008, the High Court 
of Madras set aside the impugned award and remitted the 
matter back to this Tribunal with a direction to alloW the 
bank to cite additional evidence justifying the act of the 
bank as well as to the workman to adduce further evidence. 

8. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in terminating the services of the 
petitioner Sri A. Selva Kumar w.e.f. 26-02-1994 
without conducting any enquiry is Justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled? 

9. On the side of the petitioner WWl was examined 
and Ex. W1 to l^x. W12 were marked and on the side of the 
Respondent MWl was examined and Ex.Ml to Ex.M48 
were marked before remand. After remand on the side of 
the Respondent M W2 was examined and Ex.M49 to Ex.M65 
were marked. WW1 was recalled and further examined in 
Chief and Cross and Ex. W13 to Ex. W18 were marked. 

Points No. (i)& (ii) 

10. Heard both sides and perused the documents 
and records. The learned counsel for the petitioner 
contended that even with further evidence adduced by the 
Management following the direction ofthe High Court, the 
position docs not stand improved as from the finding dated 
03-04-2006. The finding is that the workman reported for 
duty on 26-02-1994 before the expiry of 30 days and the 
Management was preventing him from Joining. Additional 
evidence was to be limited to the point of reason why the 
petitioner was not allowed to Join duty. But the Management 
has conducted full fledged enquiry which is not permitted 
in law. It is further pointed out that under Clause-17 ofthe 
Bipartite Settlement (Ex. W13) is only for an absence for 90 
or more days consecutively without hearing anything from 
the employee, fhe period of petitioner’s absence for which 
leave has been sanctioned by the Management is also 
counted by the Management for reckoning 90 days. It is 
further argued that the termination would amount to 
retrenchment. 

11. The contra arguments advanced by the learned 
counsel for the Respondent are that the petitioner was 
terminated from service for long and habitual absence. He 
pointed out several instances of various spells during 
which the petitioner remained absent without leave in 
consequence of which he has had been imposed various 
punishments and the fact that the petitioner has had also 
undertaken not to repeat such conduct. But there was no 
improvement in his conduct. The herein challenged action 
is in relation to his absence for the period from 27-10-1993 
to 24-02-1994. It is not a period for which the leave has 
been sanctioned. It is further pointed out that in cases of 


absenteeism where leave has been granted it is just to set’ 
right record and that does not absolve the misconduct. 
The same is not a ratification of erring conduct on the part 
ofthe workman. 

12. As per the direction of the remand order of the 
High Court what was required of the Respondent was to 
let in additional evidence to show why the petitioner was 
not allowed to Join duty on 26-02-1994. That is to say 
whether petitioner reported for duty or not is no. more a 
question to be decided. By adducing additional evidence, 
the Respondent has not been able to spell out any reason 
or Justification why the petitioner was not allowed to join 
duty which was in response to a notice from the 
Respondenl/Bank to report for duty within one month. 
The bank has yet been trying to give reason why he has to 
be terminated from service. The learned counsel for the 
Respondent relied on the decision ofthe Supreme Court 
reported in STATE OF UP AND OTHERS VS. ASHOK 
KUMAR SINGH AND OTHERS (1996-LAB-1 C-7 54) 
wherein it was held that “ having noiiced the Act that the 
I St Respondent has absented himself from duly without 
leave on several occasions, we are unable to appreciate 
the High Court’s observation that his absence from duty 
would not amount to such a grave charge". In anotlicr 
decision ofthe Apex Court in DELHI I'KANSPOKI 
CORPORATION VS. SARDAR SINGH (2004-LLR-953) it 
was held that “merely because the absence of a workmen 
was treated as leave without pay for the purpose of 
maintaining correct record by the Management, it does 
not absolve the workman from the misconduct of his 
absence”. 

When an employee habitually absents himself from 
duty even, without sanctioned leave for very long, it prima 
facie shows negligence and lack of interest in work and in 
departmental proceedings to trial it a.s misconduct was not 
unjustified view. 

In another decision reported in UNION 01' INDIA 
AND OTHERS VS. BISHAMBER DASS DO(}RA (2009-11- 
CLR-723) it is settled legai proposition that “habitual 
absenteeism Is gross violation of discipline”. 

13. Instead of justifying why petitioner was not 
allowed to Join duty Respondent has only tried to justify 
why he has to be terminated. Once a notice has been sent 
requiring the petitioner to report for duty that he was not 
allowed to Join duty is not at all justified. The first and 
foremost thing for the banks to have done is 10 permit him 
to join duty. The Respondent/Management acted arbilrarily 
and in violation of the principles of natural justice. The 
termination is one brought about without holding an 
enquiry. This is against justice, equity and good conscience 
and law as well as the broader principles of natural justice. 
Therefore, the petitioner is to be reinstated into service 
with continuity of service and all attendant benefit with 
50% of backwages. It is made clear that thereafter the 
Respondent/Management will be at liberty in taking 
departmental action against him after conducting a domestic 
enquiry if it feels it must or may avoid it and keep him on 
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watch to see whether he makes any appreciable progress 
in his conduct with regard to attendance in the bank for the 
performance of his duties in the futurity and also whether 
bank can repose confidence in him to continue him in 
service. So ordered. 

14.1'hc reference is answered accordingly, 
(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 23 rd Feb, 2010). 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the I Pariy/Pctitioncr\ : W W1, Sri A.Selva Kumar 
For the II Party/Management : MWi, Sri N. Subrama- 

nian MWI, Sri R. 
Sivaraman 


Documen ts mar ked 
On the s i de of th e Petitioner 


lix. No 

Date Description 

Ex.W] 

18-11-1980 

Xerox copy of the appointment 
order issued to Petitioner 

ExW2 

22436-1981 

Xerox copy of the confirmation 
order to Petitioner 

Ex.W3 

2'^-08.1987 

Xerox copy ofthc promotion order 
of Petitioner 

i:x.w4 

28-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

l-x.WS 

Nii 

Xerox copy of the telegram series 
sent to Respondent 

l-xWb 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the telegram sent 
by Petitioner’s counsel to 
Respondent 

Rx.W7 

24-02.1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent with 
A.D. Card 

Ex.W8 

25-02-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respon dent/Manag- 
emeni 

Ex.W9 

2(KI2-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 


Petitioner to Respondent with AD 
Card 


EX.WI0 

28-02-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent/Bank to Petitioner 

Ex.W 11 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the SB Account 
Opening Slip of N. A. Central 
Coop. Bank. 

Ex.W 12 

13-03-1997 

Xerox copv of the order in TSE 
No. 8/94 

EX.W13 

10-04-1989 

Extract of Bipartite Settlement Para- 
17 

ExW14 

22-12-1993 

l.etter of Respondent treating 
leave as absence on 27-10-1993 

ExWI5 

22-12-1993 

Letter of Respondent treating 
leave as absence from 06-11-1993 


to 30-11-1993 
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ExW16 

27-12-1993 

Letter of Respondent ih 
leave as absence from 30-1 ( 
to 30-11-1993 

.‘Uting 

91993 

ExW17 

l3-03-2fK}4 

Letter of Respondent be Ion 
Commissioner of l.abou 
Chennai 

: Asstl 
r (C). 

ExW18 

)7-03-20{)4 

Letter of Respondent be fin 
Commissioner of Labour. C 
camp at Salem 

Asstt 

hennai 

On the side of the Manaeemcnt 


Ex. No 

Date 

Description 


EX.M1 

17-08-1988 

Xerox copy ofthc Cha:ge 
issued to Petitioner 

Sheet 

Ex.M2 

07-099989 

Xerox copy ofthc propiv et 

' order 

Ex.M3 

03-i i-l989 

Xerox copy of the Ena! urd 

ei 

Ex.M4 

30-11-1990 

Xerox copy of the Charge 
issued to Petitioner 

Sheet 

Ex.M5 

2\-\[-\9n 

Xerox copy of the notice 
by Disciplinary Authority 

issued 

Ex.M6 

27-12-1991 

Xerox copy of the final ord 

er 

Ex.M7 

10-1 !-i9'93 

Xerox copy ofthc Chaige 
issued to Pel it ioner 

Sheet 

Ex.M8 

03-07-1992 

Xerox copy ol' llie 
Petitioner to report for dui; 

ice to 

EX.M9 

19-02-2003 

Xerox copy of the liot 
Petitioner to report for Dul 

ice to 

V 

EX.MI0 

02-03-E)93 

Xerox copy of the reply gi 
Petitioner 

ven by 

Ex.Mll 

28-09-1993 

Xerox copy of the notice 


EX.M12 

13-10-1993 

Xerox copy of the reply gi 
Petitioner 

ven by 

EX.MI3 

28-0i-T994 

Xerox copy of the notice 
to Petitioner 

issued 

EX.M14 

25-02-1994 

Xerox copy ofthc reply sun 
by Petitioner 

•muted 

ExM15 

28-02-1991 

Xerox copy of the notice 
Respondent to Petitioner 

‘ from 

EX.M16 

03-07-1992 

Xerox copy of the notice 
Respondent to Petitioner 

j from 

EX.M17 

3001-1992 

Xerox copy ofthc ccriil* 
fitness to return to [3uty 

ate of 

EX.M18 

12-I0-1W3 

Xerox copy of the lettci 
Respondent to Petitioner 

from 

EX.M19 

27-11-1993 

Xerox copy of the Charge 
issued to Petitioner 

Sheet 

Ex.M20 

09-07-1983 

Xerox copy of the circuiai 
by Personnel Department 

issued 

EX.M21 

16-05-1987 

Xerox copy of the letter 
Respondent to Petitioner 

from 

EX.M22 

24-06-1987 

Xerox copy of the letter tiom 


Respondent to Petitioner 
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VX.M23 

19-08-1987 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

ICX.M24 

29-08-1987 

Xerox copy of the assurance letter 
from Petitioner 

KX.M25 

! 9-06-i 989 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
RespondetJt to Petitioner 

f''x.M26 

09-1 \^\W> 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

i^x.Mv; 

I(>-12-I989 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

l■:x.M28 

27-12-1989 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

I2X.M29 

23-04-1990 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

HX.M30 

\im-\m 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

i-x.M3] 

28-05-1988 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

RX.M32 

25-08-1988 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to DMO 

l:x.M33 

05-10-1989 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to DMO 

l-:x.M34 

30-05-1991 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

ILX.M35 

04-06-1991 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

l'X.M36 

20-06-1991 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

I{x.M37 

14-12-199) 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

!’x,M38 

28 07-1993 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Joint Director of 
Medical Services 

i:x.M39 

18/28-08-93 

Xerox copy of the notice sent by 
Joint Director of Medical Services, 
Vellore to Petitioner 

l-x.MdO 

08-07-1991 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Divisional Office to Respondent 
to Personnel Department, Karur 

!xM4i 

30-01-1992 

Xerox copy of the Ccnificale of 
fiiness to return to Duty 

Px.MoJ 

19-03-1993 

Xi'jox copy of the ceriitlcaic of 
lltness to return to Duty 

hX.Mdj 

27-)2-U^93 

Xerox topv of dir letter from 
Divisional Office to Kandhili 
branch regarding sanction of 
leave of Petitioner 

\ixM44 

05-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter frons 
Respondent to Peiitioiicr 

I’X.M45 

21-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 


Divisional Office to Kandliili 
branch regarding sanction of 
leave of Petitioner 


FxM46 

2(W)i-]994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Personnel Department to Kandhili 
branch regarding sanction of 
leave of Petitioner 

EX.M47 

0402-i')94 

Xerox copy of the telegram sent 
by Personnel Department to 
Petitioner 

EX.M48 

21-01-1994 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Divisional Office to Kandhili 
branch regarding sanction of 
leave of Petitioner 

EX.M49 

22-01-1990 

District Medical OtTicer Report 

EX.M50 

19-10-1966 

Disciplinary action and 
procedures 

EX.M51 

19-10-1969 

Bipartite Settlement for Ecave 
Rules 

EX.M52 

25-11-1993 

Letter sent by Second Party to 
First Party 

ExM53 

27-10-1993 

Kandili branch letter to Head 
Office 

EX.M54 

28-10-1993 

Kandili branch letter to Head 
Office 

EX.M55 

02-12-1993 

First Party letter to Second Parly 

EX.M56 

06-06-1994 

Worksheet for Bonus payment 

EX.M57 

23-11-1993 

Kandili branch letter enclosing 
leave application with M.C. 
submitted by 1st party 

EX.M58 

22-12-1993 

Communicated that 25 days leave 
requested from 06-11-1993 was 
rejected because from 30-10-1993 
onwards he was on unauthorized 
absence 

EX.M59 

27-01-1994 

Branch letter for 26 days Sick 
Leave applied by the petitioner 
from 11-01-1994 

Ex.M6tf 

Cd-02-1994 

2nd Party Telegram to 1st Party 

Ex.M6! 


Xerox copy of Attendance 
Register Sheet for the month of 
January 199) 

ExM62 

■■ 

Xerox copy of Attendance 
Register Sheet for the month of 
February 1992 

EX.M63 

■ 

Xerox copy of Attendance 
Register Sheet for the month of 
February 1993 

lix.M64 


Xerox copy of Attendance 
Register Sheet for the month of 
January 1994 

EX.M65 

20-01-1996 

Statement of Attendance of the 
Petitioner 
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18 'Tn.'. 2010 

. •5hT.3TT. 944 —i 947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ f ^ w 

'4:^,^ tj t?T'~T wfitt 

^ ( Tf::vT i 29/99) ^ 

7^# ^ F -477-4(7^ w:m 5 8 T 7010 Tfl ^ ?T 1 

[TI, 'q7^-j70i7. 62/99-'oT^3m(#0) j 

^■ pE? 1%, 

New Delhi. thelSih ,^iarc!K20i0 

O 944.—In 9 urv,;ani:'’ of Section 17 of the 
imiu‘0< eF Dispute Act, 1947 O- of 1947), the Central 
(jC': hcrcbvpublit:!!ies th^ award (Ref. No. I29.'99) 

Oi "'C To?>o-: 4 (lovcmnent Indieo ri! TrinunaLcuin-Labour 
fvo-o., ^"-od, (fhandigarh as shown in the Annexure in 
oHktstmn Dispute bein'cen ihc ni,i!-a.j.emenl of State Bank 
orPa'.a.a and ihcir workn>cn, rece ved by the Centra! 
G/wenanenton ! 8'03'20Mj. 

|No...-'''-U2<A2'99-IR(B-l')i 
SL; R i..N DR A SINGH, Desk OOkcr 

AN'^KXi Ef 

REKORE SHH! CYANENDRA KCMAR SHARMA. 
PRESRh^.t: orsic I-IC ( EA 5 CPiVKtiNMKwF 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUANLAnOUH COURT I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case n> No. 129/99 

Si^, R Baii, House No d i 7 LNaPioji'rownship, Disu. 
l<uparfFB)D-iai24 

. App'K and 

Versus 

i be AsstL General Manager (Op). State Bank of Patiala, 

1 lead OLlcc, fhe Mail, Patiala- !4d{}01. 

. . Respondent 

APPE/UIANCJ S 

l or the work tr,an Sh .A.njn Batra 

For the tnanagernent : Sh N,K, Zak.hnn 

AWARD 

Passed Oi. -3 20i0 

Govemmeni of India vide Not incadon No. L-12012^ 
62/99-lR(B-l) dated 12'05'-|999, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, (the Act in 
short) has referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal > 

“ VV hether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Patiala in terminating the services of Shri R.K Bali 
is legal and justified? If not to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled and from which date?” 


2. Foday the case was fixed for evidence of the 
workman. The workman is not present for his evidence. 
Learned counsel for the workman stated that workman has 
not come despite the information to him. fhe case is 
critically old as the same was referred to this Tribunal in 
the year 1999 Already i 1 years have been passed. It 
appeal's that witrknian is not Interested to pursue with the 
present refeveiu’e as he is not coming for his evidence. In 
vlevv of the above, the claim in the present reference is 
relumed to the Central Government for want of prosecution. 
Cental Govcnuiicnt be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh 

3-3-2010 

G,K. SHARMA, Presiding Oftker. 
18 -RT^, 2010 

915.--1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) TfT ’TRT i - 4 : 

iTlf, ^ 71^*217? “C 3lk chd-hiO «fh5, 

xf Rf?-?: ji TCR-dpTr jrf^flffrcF 

A i , 304COOS 3fP: 

433;20{),5) A't t, ifl ^ 

!S-3 ! 

[ ■B.trc:^-22012/147/1996 - :^'3T7( 7T. 11) ] 

[ TT.trEt-22012/186/1997- 3iBiTnT( 71^. 11) j 
3T51JI 4s, S^FTTRt 

New Delhi, the 18th March, 20!0 

S. <). 7-IS,—In pursuance of Section !7 of the 
Industrial Disput:- .\ct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Governir'cn! hereby publishes the aw'ard (Ref No, 304/ 
2005 & 433/2005) of the Central.Government Industrial 
'lYibunal-cumH.abour Court No. 1, Chandigarh as shown 
in Uie Annexure in Industrial Dispute between the 
cmpiusCiS in relation to the management of Food 
Corporation of iodia and their workman, which was received 
by the C^'ntrai Government on 18"3'20! 0. 

• [No. L-220!2/l47/i996-iR(C-II)] 

[No. I .-22012/186/199 7-1 R(C.If)l 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Ofiiccr 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDIU KUMAR 
SHARMA,PRESIDING OFFICER^CEN TRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAi^CUM- 
lABOlJRCOURT-L CHANDIGARH 

Case No. l.D. No. 304/2005 &433/2005 

i. Sh. Mohan Lai S/o Shri Manga! Ram resident of 
Gandhi Nagar, Lodhi Gate, Gali No. 2,1 louse No. 236, 
Patiala, 
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2. Sh. Maan Pal & Sita Ram C/o 'I'he General Secreiar>’ 
Delhi Labour Union, Aggarwal Bhawan, G.T. Road, 
Tis Hazarl, Delhi-110064. 

Applicants 

Versus 

1. District Manager, Food Corporation of India, District 
Office, Patiala. 

2. District Manager, Food Corporation of India, District 
Office, Hissar. 

Respondent 

appearances 

For the workman : Shri Sarvjeet Singh, Advocate 

Shir J. P. Singh, Advocate 

For the management: Shri N. K. Zakhmi, Advocate 

Shri P. K. Jain, Advocate 

AWARD 

Passed on: 9-3-10 

Government of India vide Notification No, L-2201 21 
147/96/1 R(C-Il) Dated 20-05-1997 & L-22012/186/97/ 
IR(C-II) Dated 20-05-1998, by exercising its powers under 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred as the Act, referred the following Industrial dispute 
for adjudication of this Tribunal 

“Whether the action of management of FCI, Patiala 
in terminating the services of Sh. Mohan Lai, casual 
workman, is legal and Justified? If not, to what relief 
is the workman is entitled and from which date?” 

“Whether the action of management of FCI, Hissar 
in terminating the services of Sh. Maan Pal and Sita 
Ram, Loaders w.e.f. 11-1-91 and 14-2-91 respectively 
is just and legal ? If not, to what relief is the workmen 
entitled?” 

This award shall dispose off and answer two 
references namely; ID No. 314/2005 & I.D. No. 433/2005. 
Common questions of law and facts are involved in both 
of the references which afforded an opportunity to this 
Tribunal for adjudication of both the references by this 
single award. It is alleged by all the workmen , which are 
three in numbers in two references that they were engaged 
by the Management of Food Corporation of India on 
different dates as the employees of Food Corporation of 
India. Their services were terminated without a month notice 
or one month wages in lieu of notice and terminal dues. 
On the basis of above contentions all the workmen have 
prayed for an order of this Tribunal setting aside the 
termination orders and consequently order of reinstatement 
of their services along with consequential benefits. 

The Management of Food Corporation of India 
appeared and contested the claim petitions of the workmen 
by filing written statements. It has been the contention of 


l«5' 


the Managemcni that there was no cr.'ployer -nd 
employee relationship belween the v-rnkmci! at.u d.c 
Management of Food Corporation of India. The service- 
of workmen were provided with to the Managemcru by 
different contracting agencies and none of the workmen 
was appointed by the Management of Food Corpot ation 
of India. The payment of wages was made good to the 
workmen by the contractors and not by Food Corporatinon 
of India. It was further contended by the Management that 
there has been no administrative control of the Manageinem 
of Food Corporatinon of India on all the workmen, while 
they were serving and discharging their duties with the 
Management of Food Corporatinon of India. On the basis 
of above facts mentioned in the pleadings of the parties, 
the mam issues for adjudication before this rribunal are 
as follows 

1. Whether the workmen have been the employees 
of the FCI? 

2. Whether the servies of the workmen vverv 
provided with to the management oi l*Cl througu 
the Contractor on out sourcing? 

3. l o what relief, if any they are entitled? 

Both of the parties were afforded the oppormnity of 
being heard. Evidence was recorded. Parties abso prcteiTed 
to file the documentary evidence, which are on record, i 
have heard the parties at length and perused die entire 
materials on record. In both of the references rnanagcme.m 
of Food Corporatinon of India has filed the documeoiury 
evidence which were marked Exhibits. According to the 
procedure laid down in the Industrial Disputes Act, i947 
(the Act in short). I have gone through both of the fiies. 
The matter involved in both the files is also the similar 
and the grievances can be redressed by this single award. 
As stated earlier, parties and their learned counsel were 
heard at length. The main arguments of the learned counsei 
of the workmen are that all the workmen were engaged by 
the management of Food Corporation of India directly, If 
they have been shown to be appointed through a 
contractor, it is illegal being against the provisions of 
Contact Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970. It 
has also been argued by the learned counsel ofthe workmen 
that ail the workmen were directly under the administrative 
control of the management. They were paid wages by the 
Food Corporatinon of India and in fact, they were the 
employees of the Food Corporatinon of India and not of 
the contractors. 

On the other hand learned cousel for the management 
argued that there exist no relationship of employer an ’ 
employee between the workmen and the managenK-nt of 
Food Corporation of India. The service of t!ie worKmex 
were provided with to the management by diffcicni 
contractors. The consolidated contracted amount was paid 
to the contractors by the management of Food Corjmruiiv)!-, 
of India and thereafter, the wages were paid to liie wo; k:rv:;n 
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by the couiiaciors and net by the Loud Corporation of 
India. It IS further submitted by iearned counsel lor iric 
management that there has been no violation of any 
provisions ol Contract Labour (kogulation and Abolition) 
Act, ld70, It is further submitted by learned counsel for 
themanagment that if for tiie sake of arguments there is 
violation of the provisions of The Act, the workman sliai! 
not be treated the direct employee of the Food Corperatiort 
of India but it will resulted into the criminal action against 
the concerned authority under the penal provisions of ttie 
said Act. 

So far as the relationship between the workmen uik! 
the management of Food Corporation of India is c oncemed, 
it is a matter of fact and will be adjudicated or., perusal of 
the pleadings filed and evidence adduced by the parties. 
The fact and evidence adduced by parties showed that in 
reference No. 1. D. No. 443/20005 Man Pal and Sita Ram 
Versus FCl there was one contracting Agency M/s, 
Lakshmi and party, Jakhal (Hissaj ) and in H3 No, 304/ 2005 
Shri Mo.han l.al Versus FCi, M/s. Associate Service 
Security it Detectives in picture In none of the cases the 
workmen has pleaded that contract, if any, was shame and 
comoullagc. 

In both of the references it is admitted that no 
appointment letter was issued by the management. No 
doubt, it is denied by the workmen that payment of wages 
were made good by the contractor but the douementary 
evidence filed by the management proved that payment to 
the workmen were made good by the contractor and not by 
the management of Food Corporation of India. Hotf bic 
Supreme Court in 2008 L|R 801 ONGC Silcher Vs. ONCiC 
contractual Workers Union, has laid down the criteria to 
establish the direct employee-employer relationsldp 
between the workmen and the management of any 
organization. If we apply the ratio of GM. ONGC Silcher 
case (supra) the workman have to prove the following facts 
to establish the employee-employer relationship 

I. rhat there existed a relationship of master and 
servant; 

2 That there was no contractor appointed by the 
management of Food Corporation of India ; 

3. The management of Food Corporation of India 
used to supervise the alleged work assigned to individual 
workers. 

4. That the management of Food Corporation of India 
look disciplinary action and called tor explanations IVom 
the workers. 

5. That the workers were paid wages by the 
management of Food Corporaiii>ii of India directly and no 
through the contractor. 

6. .At ilic cost of repetition,the wages were paid 
directly to the workers by the management of Food 
Corporaliim of India and the acquaintance rote were 
prepared by the managment of f ood Coi-poralion of India 
to make the payment to the workers. 
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; nica'H'nt;d l iUia oi cifvj, S 

ease irrMna; :■ aenbed tn both ui ihc rcttu\ nc: si a* clear 
that iuc vvo.A-iusve laiicd to piovc tiiai d.c> vverc 
appvunievt'v. wb bv the tnanagemciii ut fb; iiiere is 
no iota lo .’v on recoru to prove uv. o‘c\ were 

dircevK no n- Lae adminsitrative ccsurol ot uh- ‘'agement 
of Finui //uv valion of India, No doubt, w.V'kmcn 
have Ibeu . u.a' pimtocnpics ot altendaivu erster to 
prove llu;! '.v.;' :.UebdaiK:e were marked Iv, v. iink'ers/ 
officials or tn: ^‘anagement of Pood C'orpos:*! ■ India 
but it W ill i.ai i- ■v:ulk'ent to prove theadun-w i .a w tunirol 
over Ihcui Nk workmen vverc supposed : ^ ok-'adduce 
some cogerv: , vidcnce to prove the adminisu v:', e control 
of Food Cc.ip< ,.a>on of India (;ver them. The ca ttoci^pics 
of attendance cbcets seems to be veritied b> u., ^ Hlcers/ 
officials of t-ood Corporation of India and it ha.'. i>cen the 
contention ol uw Food Corporation ot' India !i>:n wcord of 
the attendance prepared by ihc conlraclor wa ■ c.oiled by 
the ofikers/oiiKUals ofihe Food Curpoiaow;. .a' n.dni to 
make lt)V ounsotkated payment tc) i\\>. iiM..:. v Ans Ibr 
providing liu; Cie.'iract labour The workmen a.. mngly, 
have failed to prove that they were under liie ..lOiuiiiisU’abve 
control of the uKiiiagemenl ol'FoodCorpoiei o n'India. 

('>t> fhe i.!', nient (d w.iges, ihe niaiiagcc ;!■ c.j '-ood 
CorporaSeV'mdia Iku, picki:..^! f k. Lie. ..■(.c.ilaiy 
evidence, id's documeniary evidentc ic ’.2 b- (he 
oral ver^ivm of u-e vvitnees, wlio ‘-Vvis exanniicd ; .Oi t iins 
Tribunal, i 'U persual of this evidence,it I', dear hat 
consolidated c-hiOLiOi on the basis ofium.ber o.i oa woi\cd 
by each w.uspuu) were give?'! t(> ihe Ci^ido i'er, and 
contractor he hand used lo pay tite ^ jcCi io ,iie 
worknicn, in nw - t.-c ofMan Fal Singh and Sici w .,,i ■•'cr us 
l-'ood ( oi lai',;:un oidtulia. there are dornui. lu' o; ojccad 
to prove that bn-, amount w-as given io Ms ..chiin a id 
Party, Jakha! (liissar) and in case of Mohan v.i! Versu.s 
Food Corporation oflndia, the consd!*:ialed pa ineiu esas 
made to Associate Security and Detemiv^s fhe 
management has also filed the attcndanccshec:' . oiuaining 
the name ofihe workmen,which is duly vriihcd by the 
officcrs/oftlcials of Food Corporation ol h i for the 
purposes of inaktng the payment good It ; . » ..r- that the 
statement of coniraclor has not been records,! before this 
Tribunal, but it is not fata! bccasue vvorkin.in fias not 
challenged the genuineness ofihe documcno. hied by the 
management of food Curporanon of India Xiuixover, in 
Mohan Lai Versus Food Corpouthon of India e :s a.lmiUed 
by the vvorkinun tfiat he was wor king under ilw *. onuacior. 
Prior to raising liie industrial dispute, the workman prefeiTed 
a Writ Petition before the Hon’ble High Cr)Lirt of Punjab 
and Haryana. .A copry of Writ Petition is on record, which 
proves that the workman has made the cciiitractor as 
respondent no. 4. The workman in this referc tice has not 
disclosed it l!].al he made the contractor as respondent no. 
4 in the Writ Petition filed before the ftoif blc 1 ligh ('ouit of 
Punjab and 1 hiryana. It has only been narraicJ in one of 
the paragiaph.s of the statement of claim ilia! he also 
preferred a wri: in the High Court of Punjab and i iaryana. It 


I 
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show:, that workman is also guilty of w ithholding and not 
disclosing this material fact before this Tribunal. Thus, in 
Case of Mohan !.al it is also the admission of Mohan lal 
that he was working under a contractor and in case of 
another reference in the case of Man Pal and Sita Ram, it is 
proved by the management of Food Corporation of India 
namely; Man Pal and Sita Ram were working not directly 
with the management of Food Corporation of India but 
their services were provided by a contractor namely M/s. 
hachmi & Party Jakhal (Hissar). Thus in both of the 
references, the workmen are unable to prove that they were 
appoinied/engaged by the management of Food 
Corporation of India, they were paid the wages by the 
management of Food Corporation of India and they were 
under the administrative control of the Food Corporation 
of India. Thus, none of the workmen can be said to be 
servant of Food Corporation of India and there existed no 
master-servant relationship between the management of 
f ood Corporation of India and the workmen. Now the 
question arise what will be the effect if there is any violation 
of any provisions of Contract Labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 ? 

In CM, ONGC, Shilcher’s case (supra) the conditions 
under which a contract can be treated a camouflage and 
shame are mentioned. Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in 
this case has relied upon the law laid down in Steel 
Authority of India Ltd. & Others Vs. National Union Water 
workers & Other AIR 2001 Supreme Court 3527(1). The 
question before this Tribunal is under what circumstances 
a contract between the management of Food Corporation 
ot India and the workmen can be held to be shame and 
camouflage ? In case the contract has been held to be shame 
or camouflage, the contract labour working in the 
management of the principal employment are held to be 
employees of principal employer himself, it depends on the 
facts and circumstances of each case whether the contract 
executed in between the managment and the contractor is 
camoflage and shame. It is also a issue of facts and has to 
be decided on the basis of the facts and circumstances of 
each case. Whether there is a genuine contractor, and 
whether there is a proper master-servant relationship in 
between the management of Food Corporation of India and 
the workmen also depends on the facts and circumstances 
of the case. Likewise, whether they were directly under the 
administrative control of the Food Corporation of India 
and were paid wages directly by the management of Food 
Corporation of India also depends on the facts and 
circumstances of the case. The court has to look into 
whether these facts emerged in reality or there was some 
paper arrangement to make the payment good to the 
workmen through contractor. 

In these references, it is not challenged by the 
workmen that contract is shame and camouflage. It is proved 
beyond doubt that the workmen were not appointed/ 
engaged directly by the management of Food Corporation 
of India as per its rules and regulations. They were not 
under the administrative control of the Food Corporation 


of India nor paid the wages directly by the Food 
Corporation of India. The only issue raised before this 
Tribunal is the nature of contract. None of the workman 
has specifically contended the contact as shame and 
camouflage. But unless and until the terms and conditions 
as laid down in GM, Silcher’s case (supra) are not complied 
with, no workmen can be treated as the direct employee of 
the Food Corporation of India. Thus, I am of the view that 
such execution of contract shall not create a relationship 
of employer and employee between the workmen and the 
management of the Food Corporation of India. 

The next issue for the disposal before this Tribunal 
is whether the workmen will be deemed to be in the 
services of the management of Food Corporation of India 
on account of violation of any of the provisions of Con¬ 
tract Labour (Regulation and Abolition), Act, 1970? It is 
issue of law and has limited concern with the facts. On the 
issue of facts, I have already given my, view that the work¬ 
men are not employee of the management of Food Corpo¬ 
ration of India but, their services were provided by the 
different contractors to the management. As this issue of 
law is also raised by the parties, it is the duty of this 'fribu- 
nal to decide it as well. On this issue there may be three 
circumstances 

(1) There may be a case where the practice of 
contract labour is prohibited by the appropriate 
Government under Section 10( I) of the Contract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970. 

(2) There may be an issue regarding the registration 
of-establishment of principal employer under Sec¬ 
tion 7 of the Contract Labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970. 

(3) There may be an issue regarding the license by 
the contractor under Section 12 of Contract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970. 

The issue to be decided whether in the case of viola¬ 
tion of any of the provisions mentioned under Section 
10 (1), Section 7 and Section 12 of The Contract Labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970, the contract labour 
shall be deemed to be an employee of the principal em¬ 
ployer. 

This issue has been settled by HoiVhlc the Apex 
Court in Steel Authority of India Ltd.’s case (supra). More¬ 
over, Punjab and Haryana High Court in Food Corporation 
of India & others Vs. Presiding Officer, Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-I, Chandigarh 
& others 2008 LLR 391, has decided this 
issue after relying the ratio of Steel Authority of India Ltd., 
case (supra). Without mentioned the relevant paras of Steel 
Authority, of India Ltd., case (supra) and Food Corpora¬ 
tion of India & others Vs. Presiding Officer, Central Gov¬ 
ernment Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour Court case (supra), 

I am relying the ratio of both of the judgments, and the 
ratio of both of the judgment is that if there is any violation 
of Section 7, Section 10 and Section 12 of the Contract 
labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, then only penal 
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provisions of Section 23 and Section 25 of the said Act are 
attracted. Hence, it is nowhere provided that such employ¬ 
ees, employed through the contractor would become em¬ 
ployees of the principal employer. I have gone through the 
facts and circumstances of the case. Almost in all the refer¬ 
ences the, registration and the license have been produced 
by the management of Food Corporation of India. It may 
only resulted in penal action under Section 23 and Section 
25 of the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 
1970, if there is any violation of any provisions of the Con¬ 
tract labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act. 

Accordingly, I am of the view that none of the work¬ 
men were the employees of the Food Corporation of India. 
There was no relationship of master and servant and em¬ 
ployer-employee between the workmen.and the manage¬ 
ment of Food Corporation of India. Thus, no question of 
termination of the services of the workmen by Food Cor¬ 
poration of India arises. B6th of the references are accord¬ 
ingly answered. Workmen are not entitled to any relief. Let 
Central Government be approached for publication of 
Award, and thereafter, file be consigned to record room. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
18 2010 
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New Delhi, the 18th March, 2010 

S. O. 946.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial [dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 9/2010) 
oflhe Central Government Industrial I'ribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relations to 
the management of HLL Life Care Limited and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 18-03-2010. 

[No. L-4201 l/55/2009-lR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN T\ IE CEN fRAl. GOVERNMEN1’ INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNADCUM-LADOURCOURT,ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri.P.l.,Norben, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Monday the 8ih day of March, 2010/17th Falguna 1931) 


LD.9/2010 

Unions: 1. The Secretary, Hindustan Latex 

Workmen’s Congress, C/o.HLL Life 
Care Ltd., P.B.No.2, Peroorkada, 
Thiruvananthapuram-695 005 

2. The General Secretary, Hindustan 
Latex Employee’s Union (Cl fU), 
C/o. HLL Life Care Ltd., P.B,No.2, 
Peroorkada, Thiruvananthapuram- 
695 005. 

3. The General Secretary, 

Hindustan Latex Labour Union 
(A ITUC), C/o.HLL Lifecare Lid., 
P.B.No.2, Peroorkada, 
Thiruvananthapuram - 695 005. 

Management; The Managing Director, 

HLL Life Care Limited, P.B.No.2, 
Peroorkada, Thiruvananthapuram - 
695005. 

By Adv. Sri. S. Ajilh. 

This case coming up for hearing on 08-03-2010, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed the 
following.. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10 (I )(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The dispute relates to non pay¬ 
ment of overtime allowance to the employees. 

2. When, the matter came up for hearing a memo 
was filed by the counsel for the management to the effect 
that the dispute is amicably settled out of court by the 
parties and hence no adjudication of dispute is required. A 
minutes of the settlement arrived at between management 
and the trade unions is also produced. As per the 
settlement the management has agreed to pay ovenime 
allowance eligible workers. 

In the result an award is passed holding that, in view 
of the settlement between the parties whereby the man¬ 
agement has agreed to pay overtime allowance to eligible 
workers, there is no existing dispute for adjudication and 
the reference is closed as settled. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publicatlion in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Persona! Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her corrected and passed by me on this the 8th 
day of March, 2010. 

P.L.NORBERT Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S. O. 947,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 2/41/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum> 
Labour Court-2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India, and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 22-03-2010. 

[No. b-12012/25/2004-IR(B-l)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL N0.2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

A.A.LAD, Presiding Officer 

Reference No, CGIT-2/41 of 2005 

Employers in relation to the management of Life Insurance 
Corporation of India. 

The Senior Divisional Manager, 

Life Insurance Corporation of India 
Divisional Office-II, 

112,Sion Koiiwada Road, 

Sion, Mumbai-400022. 

First Party 

Versus 

Their Workman 
The General Secretary, 

Insurance Employees' Union, 

88/112, Sion Koiiwada Road, 

Sion, Mumbai-400022. 

Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

For the Employer Ms. A.A.Sakpal & Ms.F.D.Lewis, 
Representatives 

For the Workman: Shri C.S. Dalvi, Representative. 


Date of reserving the Award I: 10-2-2010. 

Date of passing the Award I: 18-2-2010. 

AWARD-I 

1, The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
itsOrderNo.L-l2012.25/2004-lR(B-l) daled29lh December, 
2004 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section(l) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act,1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India, MDO-II, Mumbai 
by removal from the services of Shri M.L. Manikadc, 
HGA.w.e.f 30-12-1997 is justified? If not, what relief 
Shri M.L.Manikade is entitled to?” 

2. Claim Statement is filed by the General Secretary 
of the Insurance Employees Union, Sion (renamed as 
Ayurvima Karamchari Sanghatana-Mumbai Division 
Office) at£xhibit 5 making out the case that, the 2nd Party 
concerned workman Shri M.L.Manikade, was first 
appointed as an Assistant in class III Cadre at MDO-I on 
2-5-1990. It is stated that, subsequently he was promoted 
as HGA considering the seniority, merit, confidential reports 
and his performance in the interview. It is case of the Union 
that, on 10-4-1997 the said Manikade by his letter informed 
the Branch Office about his mother's sickness and 
requested the Branch Authority where he was serving to 
grant him privilege leave from 7-4-1997. It is stated that, the 
said letter was claimed to have not been received by the 
Branch. It is stated that, by telegram dated 24lh April, 1997 
he informed the Branch Office about his inability to report 
on duty due to sickness of his mother and also informed 
Branch Office that there was nobody to look after his ailing 
mother and requested Branch Office to grant him privilege 
leave from 7-4-1997. It is case of the Union that, the Chembur 
Branch Office granted P.L. to the concerned workmen and 
his salary for the said month was also drawn considering 
above request but the concerned workman unable to collect 
it due to sickness of his mother, whom he could not leave 
alone, as no body was there in the house to look after his 
sick mother which later on was cancelled by the Branch 
Office. It is stated that, he infomied the Branch Office that, 
he will report for his duties on 2-5- i 997. It is slated that,lhc 
concerned workman wrote a letters to the Senior Divisional 
Manager- MDO II on 21-11-2000 and requested the 
Competent Authority to send him all letters at his new 
address at 4/369/4369,Tagore Nagar, Vikhroli (East), 
Mumbai-400083. It is the case of the Union that, said 
communication was received by the Divisional Office. It is 
further stated that, the concerned workman wrote letter 
dated 30-7-2001 to the Senior Divisional Manager, MDO 
H,Sion, and requested the Competent Authority to reinstate 
him in the services of the Corporation. It is case of the 
Union that, he also informed tfe Divisional Officer about 
his sickness and tlse treatnv;*'jt taken by him from Dr. Sanjay 
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Kumawat, Psychiatrist from 30-4-1997 to 14-11-2000. It is 
case of the Union that, even he sent medical certificate to 
that effect with the said letter which was received by the 
Divisional Office.lt is case of the Union that, he appealed 
on 28th September, 2001 to the Zonal Manager, Western 
Zone on conviction given on alleged finding of alleged 
enquiry where he was held guilty of the charge of 
absenteeism. It is case of the Union that, said was rejected. 
It is case of the Union that, the workman sent a Memorial 
to the Chairman ofU.I.C of India, Centra! Office on 30-10- 
2002 enclosing therewith medical certificates and treatment 
sheets. It is case of the Union that, however, it was not 
considered by his office treating it as time barred. It is case 
of the Union that by registered AD letter dated 3-2-2003 he 
wrote to the chainnan of Life Insurance Corporation of 
India requesting him to reconsider his Memorial dated 30- 
10-2002. It is case of the Union that, again he wrote a letter 
on 25-3-2003 to the Chairman for reconsideration of his 
Memorial dated 30-10-2002. It is case of the Union that, the 
said workman received a letter dated 5-4-2003 sent by MDO- 
II by which it was informed that,the Memorial sent by the 
concerened workman was time barred and cannot be 
considered.lt is case of the Union that, by the said 
correspondence MDO-II,Sion, informed that, 2nd Party 
need not make correspondence on the said subject and 
informed that. Memorial sent by him to the Chairman had 
been disposed off since those were time barred. It is case 
of the Union that, in the charge sheet dated 2-7-1997 about 
absenteeism earlier charge sheet dated 26-4-1997 for his 
absenteeism from 17-2-1997 to 21-3-1997 was also referred. 
It is stated by the Union that, on 6-12-1997 Disciplinary 
Authority served show cause notice on the concerned 
workman proposing his removal from the services of the 
Corporation and by final order dated 30-12-1997 he was 
removed from the services treating his absence from 7-4- 
1997 to 

30-12-1997 i.c. 286 days as ’dies non' while taking action 
against the concerned workman of dismissal. It is case of 
the Union that, the correspondence referred above reveals 
that, the decision taken by Corporation is nothing but 
shows that, these actions are taken to victimize the workman 
and it is illegal as well as bad in law. It is further stated that, 
the demand set out and incorporated in the reference order 
itself and it is annulment of the action of removal and 
another action of treatment of his period of absence as 
dies non are illegal. It is case of the Union that, after joining 
the Corporation concerned workman after due process of 
competitive selection achieved the promotion and reached 
upto the stage of Higher Grade Assistant, it is case of the 
Union that disciplinary action taken by the Disciplinar)' 
Authority was taken on enquiry conducted by Smt. S.H. 
Korke.lt is case of the union that, the said enquir>' was e\ 
parte. It is case of the Union that, no opportunity was given 
to the concerned workman to participate in the enquiry. It 
is case of the Union that, there was no document before 
the Enquiry Officer and that even no evidence of any type 
was recorded by the Enquiry Officer to conclude the charge 


of absenteeism, li is case of the Union that, the said enquiry 
was sham, bogus and was a farce or show made by the 
Enquiry Officer Just to <3hlige her officers. It is case of the 
Union that, said workman was mentally disiuibed pcr:i:>n 
due to sickness of niotlicr and unable to attened dsc 
duty as well as office .ncm said iacls were wei! wiihio .'he 
knowledge of thu Ninrutgement, It is case of the 
lisut, the Presenting Officer did not produce any evid'.’-iCc 
and document beioo.' the Enquiry olltecr nor he pre wu'ce 
his case for the piirpi...ve ofenquiry’. It is case of the I hiion 
that, there was no any proceeding as such field in o{ 
the rules of the ciiCjiarv and Presenting rjifeer di.' out 
examine any one during the enquiry and iiOlhmg was 
recorded by the Inquiry Officer. It is case of the I'ldon l!ial, 
the Enquiry olfice? -lid not bother to .snow as o "•.hy 
documents the concerned workman has given to the oliice 
and on what basis she is going to give decision on ihc 
charges leveled again.st the concerned workman, h is CriS.: 
of the Union that, iheie was no written or oral argiinumfs 
submitted before the Enquiry officer by the Preseuiing 
Officer. It is case of ihe Union that. It is simply cx naric 
decision. It is ca.se -A the Union that, the Enquiry Offu cr 
had given go bye to ihc rules of the enquiry. It is case uf 
the Union that nothir.g was mentioned about his coikIuc’ 
and behaviour and even about leave record oi die 
concerned workman li is ca.se of the Union that, fin M.nd 
enquiry was sham sliow and which was nothing hm 
face with a view to idtiniately remove ihe cone 
workman from tlie employment. It is case oi the I -mDi! 
that, show cause notice speaks about the abandonnic; i .f 
job attracting breach of Regulation 39 of the Rcguhumos 
i960 on which he vvas removed by penalizing him ..mder 
Regulation 39(i)fa) to (g). According to Union no 
consideration vva.s go.en to meaning ot abandoiimcut as 
per ruling given by the Apex Court by the Ivnquiry (ti <tear 
or by the Competent Authority while punishing the 
concerned workman. It is the case of the Union that, since 
the concerned workman was mentally disturbed person 
and was not in apposition to coupe up with the charges 
leveled could not attcued the enquiry and face i! since he 
was not aware of tlic alleged inquiry going on. It is case A' 
the Union that, ac tion taken of removal was based oii the 
order dated 30-12-1997 and is on il-c wrong basi:. ■.•;Ke 
finding given by the t'nai irv officer is not on merit--: m-l by 
discu.ssing evidence of aiiy type which wms not on .w o; d. 
It is case offhe UnioM ihet. in this situation it is case ofUie 
Union that 2nd Par'.y workman is required Ut reinstaied 
with back wages e-.d roiUinuisy of serviee by q-- - ' ' 
and setting aside the euics ufiemoval iVom the LMipky. e; 
ofthe I St Parly, ll is .lie case of the Union tnai. I’ne eiKjUi! v 
regarding his absenieeism is not fair, Proper and was not 
by luiiowing principles of natural justice. It is ca^c of 
the Union that, sucti an enquiry be declared as not an 
cnquir>' and bt party slsould not be permitted to act upon 
such a faulty etiquify with directions to it to rcinslale th.c 
concerned v.'i rkman with benefit of back wages ;-uj 
continuity ofyervice. 
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3. This is disputed by the 1 st Party by filing Written 
statement of Exhibit 6 stating and contending that, I st Party 
Corporation is a Body Corporate establishment under 
Section 3 of Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956 (which 
will be hereinafter called as the ‘"Act”) with perpetual 
recognition and a common seal, and can hold and dispose 
off property and can by its name sue and be sued. It is case 
of the 1st Party that. Section 7 of the Act provides for the 
transfer to and vesting in the Corporation of all the assets 
and liabilities of the controlled business (i.e. Life Insurance 
Business) of all the Insurers. It is case of the 1 st Party that, 
Section 11 (I) of the Act provides for the transfer to the 
Corporation of the services of the whole time salaries 
employees of the insurance whose controlled business 
stood transferred and vested in the Corporation. It is case 
of the 1st Party that. Section 23(l)oftheLIC Act empowers 
the Corporation to employ such number of persons as it 
thinks fit to enable it to discharge its' function under the 
Act- It is case of the 1st Party that, the staff of the 
Corporation, therefore, consists of the transferred 
employees and those employed by it under Section 23()) 
of the Act. It is case of the 1st party that, Section 48 of the 
Act empowers the Central Government to make rules to 
carry out the purposes of the Act. It is case of the 1st party 
that, Section 49 (1) of the Act, before its amendment in the 
year 1981, empowers the Corporation to make the 
regulations, with the previous approval of the Central 
Goveninent which require to make by notification in the 
Gazzete, providing for, among others, the terms and 
conditions of service of the employees of the corporation. 
It is case of the Corporation that, accordingly 1st Party 
made Regulations known as Life Insurance Corporation of 
India (Staff) Regulations, I960 (which will be hereinafter 
referred as the “Staff Regulations”). It is contended by the 
1st Party that, staff Regulations are statutory and bind the 
employees of the Corporation as any other law made by 
the legislature. It is case of the I st Party that, the Regulations 
and other provisions relating to the terms and conditions 
of the service of the employees shall be deemed to be rules 
made by the Central Government under Section 48 of the 
Act. It is case of the 1st Party that, the said Rules shall 
have effect, notwithstanding, among others, the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. !t is case of the ist 
Party liiai, the said staff Regulations shall prevail above 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is case of the 1st Parly 
that, it has powers to make regulations to fix the terms and 
conditions of the employees serving with it. It is case of 
the ] st party that. Chapter V of the staff Regulations deals 
with i lolidays and Leave” of the employees. It is case of 
the 1st Party that. Regulation 61 in the said Chapter deals 
with the general conditions governing grant of leave and 
stipulates among other that leave can not be claimed as a 
matter of right and that the competent authority may in the 
emergencies of the situations, either refuse leave or revoke 
the leave already granted. It is case of the 1 st Party that, an 
emplovee who remains absent after the end of his leave is 


not only not entitled to any leave salary but also renders 
himself liable for disciplinary action. It is case of the Ist 
Party that, sanction of leave may not be presumed and 
leave asked for should not be avail of unless it has been 
specifically sanction. It is case of the Ist Party that, an 
employee shall not absent himself from his duties without 
having obtained the permission as per Regulation 30(1 )of 
the staff Regulations and provided that, in case of 
unforeseen emergency an employee may be allowed to 
avail of one day's casual leave without prior sanction 
subject to the condition that, the competent authority is 
promptly intimated of the circumstances in which prior 
sanction could not be obtained. It is case of the Ist Party 
that, Chapter 111 of the staff Regulation deals with” Conduct, 
Discipline and Appeals”. It is. case of the Ist Party that. 
Regulation 39 deals with the conduct of disciplinary 
proceeding and Sub-regulation (I) deals with that penalties 
that may be imposed on an employee who among others, 
does anything conflicting with the instructions, or who 
commits a breach ofthe Staff Regulations or of discipline 
or is guilty of any other act prejudicial to good conduct. It 
is case of the 1st Party that, Sub-Regulation 
(2) of Regulation 39 requires the Disciplinary Authority to 
communicate the charges in writing to the accused and 
give him an opportunity of defending himself against such 
charge and of showing cause against the action proposed 
to be taken against him. It is case ofthe I si Party that, Sub- 
Regulation (3) of Regulation 39 stipulates that, in respect 
ofthe charges which are not admitted by the concerned 
workman who is going to face the enquiry, the Enquiry 
Officer appointed to conduct an enquiry may conduct 
enquiry by issuing charge sheet. It is case of the I st Party 
that Regualtion 39 is a self contained code for initialing 
and conducting disciplinary proceeding against the such 
an employee and for imposing one or more penalities given 
in Clauses (a) to (g). 

4. It is case of the 1st Party that, employee involved 
in the present case viz. Malikarjun Laxman Manikade was 
an Higher Grade Assistant which is Class III post and next 
to Class 1 post so invested with supervisory powers. It is 
case ofthe Isi .Party that, the concerned workman Shri 
Manikade remained absent from his duties from 7-4-1997 
continously and after waiting for more than 17 days it 
received a telegram informing about the alleged sickness 
of his mother. It is case of the 1 st Party that, it also received 
a letter dated 25-4-) 997 on 30-4-1997 in which he promised 
to join his duties on 2 - 5 - 1997 , It is case ofthe 1 st Party that, 
though the concerned workman Manikade promised to 
report on duty on 2-5-1997 he neither reported for duty not 
sent any intimation regarding his further absence. It is case 
ofthe 1st Party that, after waiting for a month for the 
concerned workman Manikade to resume his duties as 
promised a registered letter dated 3-6-1997 was sent to him 
advising him to report for duly immediately which came 
back with postal endorsnient “not claimed’. It is case of 
the i st Party that, in view of the continuous absence of the 
concerned workman Manikade a charge sheet dated 
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is case or the hi Party that, Oence tl’e charge sheet was 
dispciyed un the Notice Board or o rC Divlssonai and 
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with ren-arks “Not known'', ‘1,-.:^’' awl Nw ciahncd'* 
respectively it :s case of tne i^.: i-thet, nearly aherc 
years atler the concerned wni kn -ot was rcoioved from 
services he appealed on 28>9-20t^l wric'i was rejected on 
29' 12-200 1 , Rvon his second appe;" made on 30'10'20(!2 
was aiso reiceted on account of 

5. !l is case of the ist Puny rii;:;. even Ins pievious 
record was not safistactory, lint-.s;!;. ■■.n^jrge =,hecl dated 
26-4-1997 for his unauthori/ed a^o•:iC^ mom ! 7-!2'1997 tf. 
2 I-3-1997 was served upon the coioyrned workman. It is 
case of the 1st party that, on the;. ‘ neither* repPed the 
charge sheet nor ailended enquiry and the enquiry 
proceedings were conduclec ex-pane and ihe penaKy of 
reduction in basic pay by three stages was imposed upon 
the concerned workmam It is case of the ! st Party that, the 
concerned workman 'was Censured vide order dated 21-3- 
1994 for his imauthorizcd ahseruewisni from 31-12-1993 to 
9-2" 1994 and his absence fo>' the said I'fcriod was treated as 
■'dies non", ii ss case of the Isl Paity ihai, he was w arned 
about ids absciiiccisin by letters dated 7-6-1991,12-6-1991, 
9-8-1991,25-11 -1991 and 15-3-1991, It is case of the I si Party 
that, since past record of the concenied workman was not 


saiisfactory as it reveals that he has habit of retruasning 
absent unauthorssedly. the punishment of termination was 
imposed upon the concerned workman and it is just, proper 
and does not reqaire any interference. Further it is the case 
of the 1st Pgpy tha , the present dispute is highly belated 
which is time bui re^ und does not require to be considered, 
it is case oflhi. : si r urry that, the order imposing the penalty 
of removal is ciud e.rmed after about 4 years whicn cannot 
be considered. It is case of the 1st party that sumc the 
dispute is »ais£d w belated stage does not require lo be 
considered. Sc .2 prayed that, prayer prayed by the 
Union for 2nd Pany concerned workman does not require 
to consider and ‘.■crci ves to be rejected. 

6. Rsyoinam is hied by the representative ofthe Union 

at Bxhibii 7 mak; Vv the case thal, the Written Sialcmenl 
lllcd by the 1 st i’ ;- v is not admitted to it. it is staged that, 
Ine conteinKUiS yc'--’ by the Ist Party in the Writlen 
Siatemeni arc lun winntted and denied by the I’nic''; H js 
stated trial, ihc HTWoUrion 39 is not a self-contained Code 
as claimed by the ; u Pany. It is stated that, the principles 
of natural v me not followed while holding m-quiry 

rind impascig nu iyunent of removal on the {c>!HeinQd 
vvorkman, ite ofthe Union that, concerned workman 
remained ab -ent ' cjse of sickness of his mother, it is 
case of ihc 1 ^ .... \ he intirnated that fact to tt^e LK3, 

even said is ' x : by die LlC which reveals ‘hat he 
made known ti e u.a nm behind his abscnlecisn. and it 
cannot be oeax :; dial,, he rcmaiiicd absent w'ithout 
inlimatiom it i< 'enied that, the concerned worKman 
remained abseio ;'oi 17 days without intimation and 
unauthourisediy to h,; a telegram. It is stated by the 
Union that, ufci r woding his sick mother he fell -ick and 
went into depress^:; vher he lost her and then he his 
rnentai balance 7 \ en :t is case of the Union that, he 'ost his 
mental balance a^d ? ;st rest for life and became unauentlve 
during that perioo. 1: Is case of the Union that, he w'as 
treated by Dr Saig n Kumawat and was under his to/annent 
from 30-4-1997 v. 17-! 1-2000. It is case ofthc link;!! that, 
due to his i5iJc'fev;vu heaiih and incessant medicau :n, the 
concernec! -vas unable to contact ist party and 

unable to knovv -vC; ’ -.vas going on about his abseriveism 
niter the death mother and even he did not receive 
any comnnuiic n = u from nis office about alleged 
deve'opnccul^- mJ- c i u>ak place during absence it is slated 
by The union mm, rhe enquiry proceeding is fauliy and 
was not conducted by following principles of natural jusiicc. 
It is case of the Union that the concerned workman did not 
get opportunity lo make out his case. It is denied •hat, ihc 
concerned woi'knr.!!', is at fault and deserves puniihmcni 
of removal. 

7. In view ofilie above pleadings Issues were i'rarned 
at Exhibit ! C. Oui of those, Issues No. 1 to 4 were treated as 
preliminary issues which were decided by passing Award 
I on one occasion on 27-9-2007 and again on second 
occasion on 6-3-2009. 
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8 . Part I Award was chailenged by 1st Part)' before 
Hon'ble Bombay High Court where this Tribunal observed 
enquiry not fair and proper and finding perverse on which 
our Hon'ble High Court while disposing off Writ Petition 
No. 1239 of2008 by order dated 16th June, 2008 remanded 
back the Issue of fairness of enquiry and perversity of the 
finding for fresh trial directing this Tribunal to consider 
Staff Regulation of the Life Insurance Corporation of India 
and decide issue of fairness of enquiry and perversity of it. 
On that this Tribunal passed Part-I Award again on 
6-3-2009 observing enquiry not fair and proper and finding 
perverse which was again remanded back by order in Writ 
Petition No. 1843 of 2009 observing that, this Tribunal 
reserved the Reference on I -9-2008 and actually decided it 
nearly after 6 months i.e, on 6-3-2009 and by the said order 
directed this Tribunal to give due regard to the directions 
contained in paragraphs 22 to 25 of the judgment passed 
by Ld. Single Judge of our Hon'ble High Court in Writ 
Petition No. 1239 of200^ and insisted dispose off the said 
Reference by all means within three months from the receipt 
of the order. 

9. As a result of that, this Reference is in this Tribunal 
again on the point of fairness of the enquiry and perversity 
of the findings. 

10. So now Issue of fairness of enquiry and perversity 
of the finding arc taken up for consideration which were 
issue No. 3 and 4 in Lxhibit 10 which are as follows and 1 
answer those as follows: 

FINDING 

3. Is enquiry fair and proper? No 

4. !s finding perverse? Yes 

REASONS : 

I SSUES NO S. 3 &4: 

1 i. 1 am deciding fairness of enquiry and perversity 
of finding third time. Initially I observed enquiry not fair 
and proper and finding perverse by passing Part 1 Award 
on 27-9-2007 which was challenged by 1st Party by filing 
Writ Petition No. 1239 of2008 while disposing off the said 
Writ Petition Hon'ble High Court Bombay remanded the 
said issue to decide afresh and on that I again decided 
those Issues on 6-3-2009. Again said was challenged by 
1st Party by filing Writ Petition No. 1843 of2009 in which 
same issues are again sent back for fresh decision directing 
this Tribunal to dispose off those 2 issues and observed 
that, in any event if this Tribunal comes to the conclusion 
that, the enquiry is fair and proper and finding not perverse 
it shall give an apportunity to 1st Party to lead evidence. 
However, as far as evidence on this issue is concerned, 
High Court did not disturb the directions given by the 
Single Bench of Hon'ble High Court, Bombay while 
disposing off the Writ Petition No. 1239 of 2008 where it 
was directed to Tribunal to proceed on the basis of available 
material and both sides would have no opportunity now to 
lead any evidence. So the evidence before this Tribunal 
on these issues is lead by the concerned. 


12 . It will nor be out of place to mention that, th-s. 
two parties referiec* to tijeir written subnusoion which 'hv: y 
have filed i.e, by 2nd party at Exhibit 19 and by 1 st Party ai 
Exhibit 20 respectively on 7ih June, 2007. By filingpuishi^ut 
exhibits 29 and 45 I st Party gave clear indication that, it do 
not want to argue fresh and ask to reiy on argumenii!. 
submitted at Exhibit 20. Same is followed by 2nd parly by 
filing purshis at Exhibit 44. 

13. The case made out by the 2nd Party is that, he 
was initially posted as an Assistant in class Hi cadre at 
MDO-I on 12-5-1990 and subssequently promoted as 
Higher Grade Assistant. It is his case that, by letter datec 
10-4-1997 he informed Branch office, where he was working, 
about sickness of his mother and requested Branch 
.Authority to grant Kim Privilege Leave frome 7-4-1997. it is 
his case that, that said letter was served on 1st Parly, i ic 
further alleges that, he sent telegram on 24-4-1997 and 
informed Branch office that, he cannot attend the olticc 
due to his mother's illness and ^Iso informed Branch oifice 
that, there was nobody to look after his mother except iv 
himsiif and requested Branch office to grant him priviu. ^ 
leave from 7-4-1997. According to him Chemhur Branch 
granted his privilege leave by considering reque:-; 
however, he could not collect the salary oi April, i9v7 
which later on was cancelled by the Branch ofifc'j It is tlie 
case of the Union that, thereafter 2nd Party W.>rkivnji! 
became sick and mentally disturbed, lie vvas toi 
treratment of Psychiatrist and more Panic ni.arly ivim 
Dr. Sanjay Kumawat and was under his ircatmeiu frome 
30th April, 1997 to I4-! 1-2010. Even he alleges ihai,K s.n: 
medical certificate to the Divisional office. According to 
Union he was not aware of the enquiry nor awa. the 
decision taken of the 1 st parly about his removal from the 
employent. It is case of the Union that, no opportunity was 
given to 2nd Party workman to participate in l!ie cnqiii'y 
and to place his case and explain about his alwenteciNin 
According to Union enquiry was not fair and proper and 
finding is perverse. Whhercas case of the ! st Parly is that 
the 2nd Parly concerned workman remained to 
unaulhorisedly absent. He did not bother to lake note ol 
correspondence sent by 1st Party on number of occasion" 
It is case of the ist party that, even correspondence wa.s 
returned unserved though it was send on 3 different 
addresses i.e. at two addresses of Mumbai and one address 
ofAkkalkot, Dist. Sholapur which was available with it. It 
is case of Management that, said were displayed on the 
Notice Board as per Staff Regulations and enquiry was 
proceeded and concluded noting that, 2nd Party has not 
participated in the enquiry. According to 1st party, full 
opportunity was given to the 2nd Party to participate m 
the enquiry still he did not turn up and paricipalc in the 
enquiry and help the Enquiry Officer to give finJin;, 
According to 1st Parly, charge levelled agams; Uic 
concerned workman was proved and as per tim >! 
regulations, convicition of removal from service*- 
suggested and was implemented which is just and prop: ' . 

14. Now, at present we are on the point of fairnc.=s 
enquiry and perversity of the finding. 
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15 According to 2nd Pariy enquiry is not fair, prooer So this jibsc:' -' - -rm of 86 nays technscaliv - doss 


and iinding perverse \^3hereas of the 1st Pany is that, 
enquiry is fair and proper and finding not perverse,. 

16. Now, let us see wfad are the charges leveled 
against the concerned workman? We find the docanients 
produced by both i,e. by 2nd Parp' w ith list at exhibit 8 and 
by 1st party with Tst at Exhibit 11 .At page 80 of Exliibit 11 
documents produced by the Maragcnnent v^'e find there is 
a charge sheet. In the said charge sheet Disciplinary 
Authority, Senior Divisional Manager, in writing informed 
the conceded workman, by the said charge sheet, that, he 
remained absent from duty from 7-4-1997 onw'ards in 
unauthcrizeci manner without prior intimation to the office 
or without getting leave sanctfontd prior to proceeding on 
leave and has committed breach of disicipline ana aewd in 
a manner highly prejudicial to good conduct and violative 
of die provisions of Regulations 21,3 0( 1), 61 r/w Regulation 
39(1) of life Insurance Corporation of India StatTRegulation, 
I960 for which penalty spelt out in Regulation ^9(1) (b) 
to(g) couid be imposed. As far as these allegations are 
concerned regarding commitimg an offence under Rule 39 
(1) of Lie StaffRegulations and punishment available under 
Staff rule 39( 1) (a) to (g) is that, an employee who commits 
breach of the ftegulatuon/ Rules of the Corporation shall 
be punished by awarding punishment of (a) Censure, (b) 
withholding of one or more innerement, (c) recovery from 

pay., (d) reduction to lower service or post .... (e) 

compulsory retirement, (f) removal from service and (g) 
dismissal. The copy of Staff rules are produced at page 1 to 
65 of Exhibit U. In Rule 39(2) of Staff Regulation, it is 
mentioned that, no order of imposing on an employee any 
of the penalties specified in Clauses (b) to (g) of sub¬ 
regulation (1) shall be passed by Disciplmaiy Authority 
without charge or charges being communicated to him in 
writing and without his having been given reasonable 
opportunity to defend himself against such a charge or 
charges and of showing show cause notice against the 
action proposed to taken against him. That means 
punishment under Regulation 39(1 )(b) to (g) cannot be 
given unless charge sheet is served and reasonable 
opportunity of defending himself against such a charge is 
given. Besides in the Explanation (1) to Regulation 39 it is 
mentioned that, for the purpose of this Regulation, an 
employee shall be deemad to have abandoned his post if 
he absent himself from duty withouuut leave or over stsys 
his leave for a continuous period of mere than 90 days 
without any intimation there of in writing. It means that, if 
he give intimation and if he did not absent for more than 90 
days, then charge of abandonment cannot be leveled against 
such an employee as per the Explanation-1 of Staff 
Regulations 1960. Here as stated above in the charge ^ leet 
in para-2 of the charge sheet it is mentioned that, the 
concerned workman remained absent from duty from 
7-4-1997 onwards. It is to be noted that, this charge sheet 
was issued to the concerned workman on 2-7-1997. That 
means at the most absentee for the purpose of this charge 
sheet must be read absence from 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997. If 
we calculate the absenteeism of the concerned workman 
between 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997 i.e. the date of issue of the 
charge sheet, from 7-4-1997 i.e. date from where he was 
absent we find his absenteeism is at the most of 86 days. 


not qua'Tv /. . R 4 party to treat, that he eoH;. i.jned the 
job cr does livi renmit the management to ieve> ch J.'-gs of 
abandonmcsi' of job. Besides in para-3 and 4 oiThe charge 
sheet pavauced ;;i oage 80 with Exhibit 11 where T.;oaement 
admit that, it i', ..c^vrd telegram from the concemc..; .vorjman 
on 24-4-1997 ^ letter on 30-4-1997 :-■•4-1997 

informing :h./' mother is sick and he is in the 

house, noDOu^ ^ dw-re 10 look after her and 1 ;^ v, ]]' resume 
on duty on 2*77. Even said correspondence ; Toduced 
by the Marmycevent with list at Exhibit i 1 at p.- 68,69 

and 70. Bvei? rrcrusal of these pages reveal tiia* :nJ Party 
is absent from? 4-4997 mentioning reasion of . kness of 
his mother. Eve ? on the said page wiiich is Xtr copy of 
the teiegrann ihsi e is remark of the ist part) regarding 
receipt of the offtce for necessary action. Wh.*^ Tst party 
admit that, :hcre was an intimation from the ; oncemed 
workman and when correspondence to ilrti ctfcct is 
produced er nt tiy 1 st Party at pages 68 and 69 cTfixhibit 
11, in my censidered view charge of absemceis n without 
prior intimat^ 41 ro the office does not stand an.i :nat n did 
not apply, when particularly he request to sane: ion leave. 
On the contra y perusal of the said correspondence reveals 
that, he intimated reason of absenteeism and requctsicd for 
sanction of leave from 7-4-1997. '^Alien that is there in my 
considered xiew charge of “absenteeism” prior 

intimation does not stand. Moreover vharge of 
abandonment of job which require absenteeism vir90 days 
as per Exotenaiion 1 of Rule 39 of Staff Regulaf ion Rules 
does not sund against the concerned workman since he 
remained absent for 86 days till Charge Sheet was issued 
i.e. till 2-7 -1997 from 7-4-1997. For abandonment oi job 90 
days absentce?'.m is required and this absenteeism 
technicaiiiy speaking cannot be treated as abse neeism of 
90 days to qualify said absenteeism as abandonment of job. 

17. Even in the finding we find it is wrong one about 
absenteeism. Copy of the finding of the Enquiry Committee 
is filed at page 96 of Exhibit 11 .In the said fmdmg Enquiry 
Officer referred notices sent to the concerned \vot kman of 
enquiiy and in last paragraph concluded that, concerened 
workman is guilty of remaining absent continously for more 
than 90 days at a stretch without any intimation in writing 
and observed that, he has abondoned his job as per 
explanation of Staff Regulation 39. However, as stated 
above explanation No. 1 of Rule 39 expect absenieeism of 
90 days to treat said absenteeism as abondonment of job. 
However, actually till giving notice dated 2-7-1997 
absenteeism from 7-4-1997 we find, concerned workman 
technically remained absent for 86 days and noi for 90 
days tc attract the charge of abandonment of Job as per 
Explanation( I) ofRegulation 39(4)(iii) of Staff Regulation. 
Besides the Enquiry Officer observed concerned w orkman 
contmously absent for more than 90 days whereas actual 
cnarges which is referred above, is of absenteeism from 
7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997, since charge sheet was given on 
2-7-1997. So in my considered view Enquiry officer cannot 
travel about absenteeism of the concerned workman 
beyond 2-7-1997 as on that date charge sheet was given. 
By said chage sheet charge of absenteeism is framed of 
absenteeism bert', een 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997 and not beyond 
that. However, rinding of the Enquiry Officer reveals that, 
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he travelled beyond the date of charge and beyond the 
jurisdiction which was given to the Enquiry Officer by said 
charge sheet to conduct an enquiry about absenteeism 
which was between 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997. 

18. Moreover, Disciplinary Authority punished the 
concerned workman by awarding punishment of removal 
accepting the finding given by the Enquiry Officer that, 
the concerned workman remained absent continously from 
7-4-1997. Actually Enquiry was conducted by the Enquiry 
Officer as per charge sheet dated 2-7-1997 leveling charge 
of absenteeism from 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997. So even 
Competent Authority cannot punish the concerned 
workman treating that he is continous absent and for his 
continous absenteeism from 7-4-1997. There is copy of the 
order filed at page 171 of Exhibit 11. Page 172 is the Second 
page of the said order where it is observed by the Divisional 
Manager who is the Disciplinary Authority that, the 
concerned workman remained absent from 7-4-1997 for 268 
days. That means firstly Enquiry Officer conducted enquiry 
about absenteeism of the concerned workman from 
7-4-1997 till the date of the order i.e. till 28-11-1997 which 
does not permit Enquiry Officer to travel regarding 
absenteeism of the concerned workman beyond 2-7-1997 
because on that date, charge sheet was given. However, 
Sr. Divisional Manager who is the Disciplinary Authority 
punished the concerned workman regarding his 
absenteeism of 268 days treating his absence from 
7-4-1997 continuously and treated it as a “Dies-non”. So 
the punishment given regarding 268 days of absenteeism 
is not as per charge sheet or as per charges levelled and 
alleged inquiry conducted. Besides finding given by the 
Enquiry Officer is also not as per charge sheet as per 
charges levelled against the concerned workman regarding 
his absenteeism from 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997. 

19. Much capital is made of the Staff Regulations. 
One copy of the Staff Regulations 1960 is produced by the 
Management at pages 1 to 65 with Exhibit 11 and the relevant 
portion by the concerned workman, with list at Exhibit 8 at 
pages 3D and 3E. As per said Staff Regulations (actually 
most of the portion is not readable and 1st Party has not 
taken care to produce readable copy of the Staff 
Regulations. However, since Staff Regulations rules are 
referred at many places and much capital of it is made by 
the 1st Parly at all levels, at this juncture I have no option 
but to try to read Staff Regulation rules as produced by the 
1 St Party). Said staff rules, as far as, this case is concerned. 
Rule 21 is referred which expect from the employee of the 
Corporation to maintain absolute integrity and devotion to 
duly. Then Rule 39 of StafTRegulation is refer to the present 
case which is regarding penalties. As per said rule 1 of 
Rule 39 is concerned it is regarding penalities as mentioned 
from 39( 1) (a) to (g) said penalities can be imposed on the 
erred employee for good and sufficient reasons.Here as 
per Rule 39 (1) penalty is mentioned under Rule 39( 1 )(a) to 
(g) if decided to give, as per said rule, Management must 
have good and sufficient reasons. Said punishment are in 
the form of (a)Censure, (b) withholding of one or more 
increment, (c) recovery from pay.,(d) reduction to lower 


service or post.... (e) compulsory retirement, (f) removal 
from service and (g) dismissal. Besides as per Rule 39(2) of 
Staff Regulation, it is mentioned that, no order of imposing 
on an employee any of the penalties specified in Clauses 
(b) to (g) of sub-rule (I) of Regulation 39 shall be passed 
by Disciplinary Authority specified in Schedule, without 
charge or charges being communicated to him in writing 
and without his having been given reasonable opportunity 
to defend himself against such charge or charges and of 
showing show cause against the action proposed to taken 
against him Beside as per Rule 39(3) Disciplinary Authority 
empowered to imposed any of the penalties given from 
(b)to(g) of Rule 39(1) of Staff Regulation rules, for which it 
shall itself enquire into such of the charges as are not 
admitted or it it considers necessary so to do, appoint a 
board of enquiry or an enquiry officer for the purpose. As 
per rule 39(4) (i)where a penalty is imposed on an employee 
on the grounds of conduct which had led to a conviction 
on a criminal charge; or (ii) where the authority concerned 
is satisfied for reasons to be recorded in writing, if it is not 
necessary or practicable to follow the procedure prescribed 
in this regulation; or (iii) where an employee has abandoned 
his post, the Disciplinary Authority may consider the 
circumstances of the case and pass such orders thereon as 
it deems fit. Then there is an Explanation to Rule 39 in the 
form of Explanation (1) and (2) which content as per 
Explanation (1) for the purpose of this Regulation, an 
employee shall be deemed to have abandoned his post if 
he absent himself from duty without leave or over slays 
his leave for a continuous period of more than 90 days 
without any intimation there of in writing. Explanation 2 of 
Rule 39 says that, all communications under this regulation 
and copies of the orders passed there under may be 
delivered personally to the employee if he is attending 
office; otherwise they shall be sent by registered post to 
the address noted in the service record. Said Explanation 
further states that, where such communication or copies of 
orders cannot be served on him personally or by registered 
post, copies there of shall be affixed on the notice board of 
the office in which the employee is employed and on such 
affixing, such communications and orders shall be deemed 
to have been properly served on him. 

20, So if we consider Explanation 1 and 2 of Rule 39 it 
expect that, communication must be served personally on 
the erred employee and if not it be sent by registered post. 
Here 1st Party try to say that, it sent communication by 
registered post but it returned with remarks 'unclaimed', 
'not found' and 'not known'. As observed on number of 
occassions no witness is examined on this point by the 
Management to show that, actually all these exercise were 
followed while serving the communication on the 
concerned workman as expected. No evidence of any type 
is produced except xerox copies of the envelopes and Xerox 
copies of remarks of the postal authorities on it nothing is 
stated.Whether that is sufficient to conclude that all 
exercise were followed by Management before proceeding 
and convicting him? Enquiry Officer has not recorded 
evidence of any of the witnesses who tried to serve such 
correspondence personally on the concerned workman as 
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expected under Explanation 2 of Rule 39 or who displayed 
such notices on the Notice Board or examined any witness 
from the postal authorities who passed remarks on the 
envelops of "not claimed", "not found" or 'not known’. No 
any type of evidence is recorded by the Enquiry Officer as 
expected regarding service of communication on the 
concerned workman as per Explanation 1 and 2 of Staff 
Regulation. Besides as stated above charge of 
abandonment require 90 days continuous absensee. Here 
expressly word is used 90 days continuous absensee that 
too without intimation thereof Here admittedly intimation 
was given. He send letters and telegram and it is admitted 
serve on Management. Besides from 7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997 
the date of issuing charge sheet he Js not absent for 90 
days continuously as it comes to 86 days. It means 
admittedly concerned workman was not absent 
continuously for 90 days when charge sheet was served. 
As referred on number of occasions concerned workman 
remained absent from 7-4-1997 and charge sheet was given 
on 2-7-1997,So the period from7-4-1997 to 2-7-1997 does 
not come to 90 days to attract the charge of abandonment 
of job of 90 days continuously. .Besides as referred on 
number of occasions Enquiry Officer in her finding hold 
him guilty of remaining absent continuously for more than 
90 days at a stretch without any intimation which is also 
wrong one. As intimation was given by him of absenteeism 
referring sickness of his mother. Besides competent 
authority who punished the concerned workman held him 
guilty of the charge of absenteeism of abandonment of 
post from 7-4-1997 to the date of this order. That means 
Competent Authority punished concerened workman 
counting his absenteeism from 7-4-1997 to 30-12-1997 as 
on that, date Sr. Divisional Manager who was Disciplinary 
Authority and who passed the order of removal. Against 
that charge was levelled against the concerned workman 
of absenteeism by charge sheet referred above from 7-4- 
1997 till 2-7-1997 i.e. date of issuing charge sheet. 

21. .A.lso much capita) is made of serving 
correspondence on the concerned workman to show that 
fair opportunity was given but it was not utilized by him. 
As observed by me on all occasions that, no any 
corresopondence was served on the concerned workman. 
Even it is an admitted position and that is not disputed by 
the Isi Party.Even it is not case of the 1st Party that, in 
view of the correspondence served upon the concerned 
workman, concerned workman remained absent. On the 
contrary case of the 1st Party is that it try to serve 
correspondence and tried to justify the service of 
correspondence on the concerned workman by producing 
number of copies of envelopes with the remarks of the 
postal authorities and number of copies of the said 
correspondence by producing those with list at Exhibit 11. 
Out of that if we peruse page 73 of Exhibit 11, we find it is a 
letter written by Manager (Personnel & IR) dated 9-5-1997 
addressed to the concerned workman at Airoli, 


New Mumbai address. As far as said letter is concerned, 
no any postal receipt/ correspondence is produced io show 
that, it was sent to concerned workman and refused by the 
concerned workman. Even original of the envelope is not 
produced of that correspondence to read original 
handwriting and remarks on it. Even there is correspondence 
letter dated 14-5- i 997 at page 74 which is also alleged vviduen 
to the concerned vvorkman at Airoli, New Mumbai address 
about which also nothing is produced by the Management 
including original envelope returned by Postal authorities 
showing that it was sent to him but was noi accepted as 
alleged by the 1st Party. Then there is correspondence 
dated 29-5-1997/3-6-1997 at page 75 of Exhibit i i about 
which also no original of any type including postal receipt 
is produced to presume that, it was sent and received by 
the concerned workman. Same thing can be observed about 
copy of charge sheet produced at pages 77-78 hich was 
allegedly addressed to the concerned workman at his 
Chembur office address. Even-copy ol’the charge sheet 
produced at page 80, copy of communication letter dated 
17-7-1997 at page 82, copy of disciplinary proceeding dated 
30-9-1997 is produced at page 83 of Exhibit i i. copy of 
order dated 30-9-1997 at page 84ofExhibit 11, all this reveals 
that, no supporting evidence is produced by the 
Management that, this correspondence was seni to the 
concerned workman at the adressces shown and were 
returned by the postal authorities with remarks oi 'refusar, 
'unclaimed' or 'left'. Then we find copy of correspondence 
atpage 85 of Exhibit 11 alongwithcopy of envelope returned 
by the postal authorities filed from pages 87 to 95 reveals 
that, said were sent but returned back with ixinarks as 
“unclaimed” or ’left’ or 'not known’. Besides nothing is 
shown by the Management regarding correspondence sent 
to the concerned workman about Ending of cnquiiy officer 
produced at pages 96^97 showing that, these were sent but 
not claimed by the concerned workman on the given 
address.lt is stated that, the said was written by the Enquiry 
Officer to the Divisional Manager who sent to the concerned 
workman but it was not shown and proved by examining 
any witness on that point that it was sent on particular 
address and was returned back by the postal authorities. 
Copies of the correspondence from pages 96 to 160 if 
perused we find that, all these are shown returned by the 
postal authorities wdth remarks 'not claimed','not found' and 
'not known', 

22. Much Capital is made of the Staff Regulation 
regarding service of such correspondence on the 
concerned workman saying that when it was not claimed 
by the concerned workman through postal authorities the 
management then displayed it on the Notice Board. It is 
also case of the Management that, all this correspondence 
was returned by the postal authorities and those were 
displayed by the authority on the notice boards at the 
relevant time. However, on correspondence from pages 94 
to 160 we find such a remark particularly on pages 128,129 
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and 144 that copy was sent to the Authority to put4t on the 
Notice Board. However, this correspondence does not 
reveal that, who displayed correspondence on the Notice 
Board, what is evidence before the Enquiry Officer to 
conclude that, actually these were displayed by the 
Authority on the Notice Board as per Staff Regulations? 
Again if we go through the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
which is filed at page 96 and 97 of Exhibit 11 we find she 
has not referred to any evidece which reveals that, said 
correspondence was displayed on the Notice Board by 
such and such person. Even no evidence is recoded by her 
on that point in the enquiry proceedings by Enquiry Officer 
to conclude, who displyed the correspondence and the 
Management has discharged the burden of displying the 
correspondence on the notice board by leading such 
evidence. On the ..'ntrary not a single statement is 
recorded by the Enqu ’:y Officer. She has also not recorded 
evidence of any of the witnesses who carried the 
correspondence, who fixed it on the Notice Board, who 
removedjt from the Notice Board after some time and how 
many correspondences are displayed. No evidence of any 
witness is recorded by the Enquiry Officer to conclude 
actually burden of displaying correspondence was properly 
discharged by Management. On the contrary in para-2 and 
para 6 of her finding, she only mentioned that, notice dated 
7-11-1997, 18-11-1997 were only displyed on the Notice 
Board. But she has not mentioned who had displaed those. 
She has not stated in the findings who displyed the same, 
what was their status in the employment of the 1st Party? 
Nothing is stated by the Enquiry Officer to conclude that, 

1 St Party complied with the provisions of Staff Regulations 
while conducting enquiry and while proceeding with such 
an errant employee? We find only remarks on page 144, 
169 and 185.Though we find such remarks as referred above 
pages, it find difficult as to why such remarks are not on 
page 171. If at all, all correspondence were displayed on 
the Notice Board as alleged and as observed by the Enquiry 
Officer without any evidence, question arises how it can 
be presumed that correspondence produced at page 171 
was also displayed on the Notice Board? Nothing is stated 
by the Enquiry Officer,,No evidence of any type is 
discussed by Enquiry Officer and even allegedly led before 
any forum to conclude that LIC Regulations Rules are 
strictly observed by management while conducting the 
enquiry and or while displying various correspondence of 
which much capital is made by the 1st Party at all levels. 

23. Moreover, as observed above finding of the 
Enquiry Officer is totally silent on that point. He has not 
discussed or given names of the persons who displayed 
the such correspondence on the Notice Board as per Staff 
Regulations Rules. Even she has not ascertained whether 
actually it was displayed or not while discussing or while 
giving finding on it. Besides on has to note that all these 
documents are coming from the Management custody and 
are with the Management. Here one cannot ignor that, 
Management is taking action against the concerned 
workman who is a person of poor section. When mighty 


power is against such poor employee then definitely one 
has to take more care and caution to see whether such a 
power has followed the principles of natural justice? All 
the while this workman is saying that, principles of natural 
justice are not followed. He is saying that, whatever 
correspondence allegedly send were not served on him. 
He says that, Enquiry Officer was bias and he has no 
evidence. When that type of defence is taken naturally 
burden shift on employer to show that, it has taken all 
proper care and has given full opportunity to the concerned 
workman to reply the said charges. Following the principles 
of natural justice does not mean only to follow the rules 
provided under the rules: and regulations but is also 
expected to follow which can be done in the natural course. 
The case of the I si Party is that , it acted as per the 
provisions given in the said Staff Regulaions, But question 
arises, what was the result of the act of 1 st Party? Result of 
all that is none of them out of the said correspondence was 
served on the concerned workman. Even it is not discussed 
by the Enquiry Officer and stated how she has observed 
that it was seved on the concerned workman and hold that 
it is proper one? Even Enquiry Officer did not bother to 
refer statement of any of the witness who allegedly 
displayed this correspondence on the Notice Board. When 
all this is not there, in my consider view how it can be said 
that, the principles of natural justice were followed? 
According to me following principles of natural justice 
means it should be done by giving all possible opportunities 
to the concerned employee which are beyond the 
provisions given in the Rules and Regulations to such an 
employee. If at all those could have been given to such an 
employee, he might be in a position to bring witness or 
evidence on his behalf to justify the absenteeism. The very 
purpose of holding an enquiry is to find out truth and to 
see whether really he has reason to abandoned the Job 
without any reason or really he has abandoned his job or 
really he has reason to remain absent from the job? Here, 
since 2nd Party did not get the opportunity.to place his 
explanation about absenteeism on record, in my considered 
view finding given by the Enquiry Officer on that issue, 
cannot be treated as a finding as expected. 

24. It is to be noted that, 2nd Party is saying that, his 
mother was sick. Even in his correspondence which is 
admitted by the Isl Party, where 1st Party also admits that 
reason given was and concerned workman informed that, 
his mother was sick and nobody is there to look after her. (t 
is not case of the 1st Party that, 2nd Party has given false 
reason or stand taken by him about the sickness of his 
mother is false one. Neither the sickness of mother is 
disputed by the 1 st Party at any level nor about his sickness. 
Even it is not disputed by 1st Party that, he is alone in the 
house and there is nobody to look after his mother. The 
correspondence send on that point is admittedly served 
on the 1st Party. When that is there and when he says that, 
his mother was sick and then when he became sick and 
when he has sent correspondence on that point which 
admittedly served on 1st Part)'! v. Paily couple with medical 
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certificate of the concerned Doctor on has to consider it. 
Even correspondence regarding his medical health is at 
from page 44 to 49 of Exhibit 8 is not seriously disputed. So 
it cannot be said that, 2nd party has made out false case or 
it was concocted stor>' made out by him about his absence. 
No doubt on that no evidence is lead by him in support of 
said medical certitlcates and case made out by him. But! 
feel here we are on the point of fairness of inquiry and on 
point of finding. On that finding punishment of removal is 
given. So we can test that while hearing both on the 
punishment, since punishment alone cannot be decided 
till gravity of alleged charge is considered. 

25. Moreover, one has to see the reason given by 
the concerned workman about absenteeism. He says that, 
his mother was sick and he was alone in the house. He 
states that, he was staying with his uncle who left for native 
place. That means, his mother was in the house who was 
sick and he was alone. As there was nobody to look after 
her he has no option but to attend her.-.As stated above 
said position is not disputed by the i st Party at any stage. 

26.1 lore reason given by the concerned workman is 
that, his mother is sick require to be considered, in my 
considered view, in different angle. It is to be noted that, 
he claim that his mother was sick. One has to see when one 
is claiming his mother was sick, one has to give anxious 
thought and regard and respect to the word “mothef’as 
'mother' means God for such a person and is all to him. 
Even in the Factory “mother machine” plays an important 
roll, said machine is called “Mother machine” which provide 
work for all other machinery and hands working in the 
factory. Mother is in the personal it>' who take care of house, 
who look after all, who bothers regarding all as well as go 
on taking care ofand that too all the time. When employee 
of this type who is illitrale and who belong to Schedule 
Caste category- says when his mother was sick, definitely 
for him mother may be the only important thing in his life 
and mother will be ail for him and beyond that he may not 
be having world.When mother is his world, for such a 
person and when he claims that, his mother was sick which 
is not disputed at any level, in iny considered view, one 
has to give regard and thought to that reason. It is not that, 
he did not inform about the sickness of his mother. On the 
contrary 1 st Party admit that, by telegram dated 24-4-1997 
and letter dated 25-4-1997 he informed about sickness of 
his mother and even he explained the situation in which he 
was in the house saying that, he was staying with his 
uncle who left for native place and he was alone there to 
look after his ill mother. When he states that, his mother is 
sick and require treatment, and wlien pray for sanction of 
leave from 7-4-1997 and when that reason is given which 
admittedly is served on 1st parly in my considered view, 
one has to give anxious thought to the reason given by the 
concerned workman. According to me one cannot take it 
lightly or casually as in my opii'ion. reason given, is 
regarding sickness of his mother. Wiicn person of this 
type is not atlcnding job for the reason to give treatement 
to his mother, require to consider sincerely. Now-a-days 
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we do not find that much attachment towards parents But 
one has to note that it was period of 1997 and that concenicd 
workman cannot be blamed for the reason given by him 
that his mother is sick so he unable to report on duty from 
7-4-1997. According to me he has given more priority to 
sickness of his mother tfnan attending inquiry as that Pme 
he may be feeling mat motlV^ is above all. That belA-T of 
some persons one cannot ignore. The teason given bv the 
concerned workman 'hat, his mother is sick, ought t<; have 
been considered by the Management since a(lfct:on 
towards mother appears his passion and the management 
ought to have taken mcire care w'hile proceeding against 
him when he was pas.sionate about his mother. When it is 
his case that, he remained abesnt and he Was sick and svas 
treated by Psychiatri.si Dr. Sanjay Kumawat for which he 
was under his treatment from 30-4-1997 to 
14-11-2000, that means , he was under treatment for more 
than three years. He has produced copy of those certiiaaues 
at Exhibit 40 and 41 of Exhibit 8. All are served on 1st 
Party,All those shows tJtai, 1st Parly was aware cd ihe 
intimation given by the concerned workman and the reason 
behind his absenteeism. Reason is that, intially his mother 
was sick so he remalttcd absent and then he himself fallen 
sick and when his mother was sick and he w'as sick and 
none of the correspondence of the 1st Party was served, 
how 1st party expect that, he should attend enquiry'^ 
Besides in this situation how 1st Party is happy in saying 
that it followed rules and regulations of LU" by displaying 
notices on Notice Board and satisfied legally treated i'ajso 
as served on the concerned workman? Besides when 
actually notice was not served on the concerned workman 
about the enquiry and its stages, in my considered view, 
what is the use oi correspondence displaying the notices 
on the Notice Board w-hen concerned workman is not 
reporting on duty and is not known about the crK|iiiry 
proceeding going on against him? 

27. .Apart from that much capital is made about 
displaying notices on the Notice Board taking base that 
procedure given In StatTrules is adopted and so 1st Party 
is right in doing aft ihal. Actually Staff Regulation ' ules 
expect such a dispkrv'r.g on the office where the concerned 
workman is working, AH the correspondence rcfeiTcd ahiw e 
does not reveal ihaf the notices were displayed e 'ho 
place where concerned workman worked !a.sliy and -wen 
there is no evidence before the Enquiry OfUcci to conclude 
that, such notices weie displayed on the Notice Board of 
the office wlierc the concerned workman lastly we^-ked 
Enquiry Offtcer docs not disclose the name ofany o ipH s> 
who displayed such notices on the Notice BoaiO of !he 
Office where 2nd Ppaty lastly worked. U is not discussed 
by the Enquiry On'icer or brought on record by I'er 
a !> vviicr-. V, .:i> disphtyed tho.se notices on the notice ';-oard 
o* the oflke where 2nd Party concerned workman LiSiiv 
worked and fm- how n^any days notices were ihcie on -iie 
Notice Board. Even no such type of evidence is there before 
the Enquiry OfTcer, (Jn the contrary not a single slalemvn! 
is recorded o! 'iirv w iiness by Enquiry Officer to conclude 
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that, notices were displayed on the Notice Board as per 
Staff Regulation rules since copies of those were not served 
on the concerned workman. Besides Enquiry Officer is not 
examined in this proceedings to show that, her act of 
conducting inquiry was just and proper. 

28. When concerned workman was absent on account 
of sickness of his mother, during the enquiry admittedly 
and when he was not attending the work where notices 
were allegedly displayed on the notice board, whether 
display of notices on notice board is sufficient? whether 
can it be treated that. 1 st Party has given all opportunities 
as expected? Whether it can be treated that principles of 
natural justice were followed? According to me answer to 
all those will be ‘‘No”. Besided principles of natural justice 
means, the principles which require to be followed which 
are not reduced in writing and which can be offered in 
possible manner. Even it is not the case of the 1 st Party that, 
it displayed its intention of conducting an inquiry by 
displaying it in any of the newspaper as is done in Civil 
cases. No any type of such action is shown to have been 
taken by the 1st Party that it displayed its intention in any 
new paper of holding enquiry against the concerned 
workman about his absenteeism. No doubt StafTRegulations 
does not incorporate that. But “Natural justice” has wider 
meaning than what is corporated in the rules. When it is not 
case of the 1 st Party that and when such a notice was not 
displayed about the intention of the 1st Party that it wanted 
to hold an enquiry and or conducted the enquiry and when 
none of the notices were served on the concerned workman 
by which 1st party, in my considered view such an enquiry 
cannot be treated as fair and proper and cannot be observed 
that it was conducted by following principles of natural 
justice. 

29. Apart from that, what is evidence with the 1st 
party. 2nd Party examined himself at Exhibit 12 where he 
claims that principles of natural justice were not followed 
and injustice is caused to him.He states that, lastly he 
worked at Chembur Branch. He states that, he has intimated 
1 st Party about his absenteeism. He states that, he did not 
remain absent without intimation. He states that, he unable 
to attend duty and intimated by letter dated 25-4-1997 and 
telegram dated 24-4-1997. Against that, 1 st party examined 
Mr. Tara intially at Exhibit 16 and then for second time at 
Exhibit 27 repeating the same story. In the cross this witness 
of the 1st Party admit that Authority can sanction leave 
upto one year as per Rule 60. Even Staff Regulation give 
that much advantage to erred employee. He admits that, 
the medical certificate submitted by the concerned workman 
ofDr.Umawatfrom 74-1997 to 304-1997 were received. He 
admits that, entire correspondence of the 1st party 
addressed to 2nd Party was not actually served on 2nd 
Party and were returned with postal remarks 
“unclaimed”,'not found’.He admits that, 1st Party did not 
follow method, of serving such correspondence on the 
concerned workman personally. He admits that, no oral 
evidence was recorded by the Enquiry Ofticer of any type 
while giving finding. Even on 2nd occasion this witness ol 


the 1st party admit that, the correspondence referred above 
was not served on the concerned workman.! Ic admits that, 
the enquiry report which was sent to the concerned workman 
was not displayed on the Notice Board. So that Is important 
admission given by the witness of the 1st Parly. He admits 
that, extention of leave can be granted by I st Party upto one 
year. It is to be noted that. Enquiry Officer is not examined at 
any time before this tribunal, though matter came up before 
this Tribunal on 3 occasions, to show enquity conducted 
by her was just and proper and finding given by her does 
not require any interference. It is not explained by the Isi 
Party that as to why it was unable to lead any evidence 
before this Tribunal of Enquiry Officer to show that enquiry 
conducted by her was conducted by following due process 
of law and even by following principles of natural justice. In 
the absence of it and in view of the discussion made above 
I conclude that, the enquiry is not fair and proper. So when 
this is the evidence and when principles of natural justice 
were not followed by the 1 st Party while holding an enquity 
and when concerned workman did not attend the cnquii’y to 
explain about his absenteeism in my considered view, we 
have to observe that, enquiry is not fair and proper and 
finding perverse. 

30. While remanding the matter back Hoii'bie High 
Court observed that, this Tribunal has to sec whether 2nd 
Party led evidence to justify absenteeism which in my 
considered view will comeup in the next stage where 1 have 
to give opportunity to the 1st Party to justily the action of 
removal. It is to be noted that, here 1st Party has removed 
the concerned workman relying on such an enquiry and 
finding given by the Enquiry Officer on such an enquiry. 
When Enquiry Officer gave finding on such an enquiry 
and when Disciplinary Authority acted on it in my 
considered view, opportunity will have to be given to the 
2nd Party to explain about his absenteeism and about 
further delay which appears to have caused in making 
Appeals and reference after a delay of 3-4 years, Apparently 
it appears that, there is delay of about 4 years which in my 
considered view cannot be considered at this stage and 
will be considered in second round by giving opportunity 
to both. 

3! Taking into consideration all this, coupled with 
the discussions made above of the case ol both parlies 
and the evidence on record, 1 conclude that, enquiry is not 
fair and proper and I also conclude that, findings perverse. 
So i answer these issues to that eltcct and passes the 
following order: 

OROER 

(i) Enquiry is not fair and proper, 

(ii) finding perverse, 

(iii) I direct both to aliened this Court on 
5-3-2010 on the action taken by 1 st Party. 

Bombay, 

18ih February, 2010 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, ihe 22nd March, 2010 

S.O. 948.—In pursuance of Section ! 7 of the 
inUusTriai Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the CenUai 
Goven;nienl hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 2/15/ 
2006) of il'i Cenlrai Oovernmeni Industrial Tribunai-2, 
Mu^nbai as •^hrw-n in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
hctweeti (he management of Slate Fank of Mysore and 
ihcD vvoikmcn, received by the Ceivral Government on 
22-03-2010. 

[No L-!:ai>/:ol/2005dR(Rd)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, DeskOfHcer 
ANNRXfiRE 

JiKFOREdd irCENl'RALGOVFlRNMENT 
IN0ljSTR!ALTRIBUNALNO.2,MUMBAl 

PRESEN'rA. A. LAD. Presiding OfHcer 

RelcrcnceNo CGlT-2 15 of2006 

Eniplovers in relation the Management of 
State Bank of Mysore 

Tiic Assistant Geiteml Manager, 11, 

State Bank of Mysore, Regle.t H. 

Hubti Zone, Hubli, 

Hubli Karnataka. _First Party 

V/s. 

Their Womien 

Sh. Sanjay N. Morajkar, 

S/o. Nakul Morajkar, H. No. 245, 

Suniitra Niwas, Aquem, 

Malbhat, Margao, 

Goa-403681. .,. Second Party 

APPE. 'dANCe 

For the Employer : Mr. L.F. Vieges, Advocate 

For the Workmen : Mr. S.V. Nabar, Advocate. 

Date of reserving the Award : 19-1-2009 
i/ate of passing t he A ward : 09-2-2010. 

AWARD PART-S 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings arc as under : 


I. The Government of India, Ministry ot Labour by 
its OrderNo.L-120124 6172005-IR (B-l)dated 22nd February, 
2006 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-seelion (i) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of State 

Bank of Mysore, Hubli in discharing Shri Sanjay N. 

Morajkar. Daftry from service w.e.f. 1-12-2002 is legal 

and justified - If not, to what relief the workman is 

entitled for 

To support the subject matter involved tn the 
reference concef iicd workman 2nd Party tiled Statenlent of 
Claim at Exliibii 0 stating and contending that, the 
concerned W'orKinan joined the services of the 
Managem.enl/i SI Party during 1985 and worked as a 
Temporary Peon at Margao and Panaji Branches during 
1992 to 22-3-1994 lioneslly and sincerely. It is case of the 
2nd Parly that, Isl Party considering work he was it 
regularised a.s a Oohai ifrom 23-3-1994 and worked ai Panaji 
Branch. It is cornended by the concerned workmauTlnd 
Paity that, on 21-2 2000 Mr. Somanna, Branch Ma-uiger of 
Uie Manageincnt/lsi Party visited the Branch ai Panaji 
and asked to copy the prepared letter and directed to 
handed over to the same to the said Branch Manager 
Mr. Somanna. 1’ ii. contended by the concerned workman 
that, the I st Pany hemg Disciplinary Authority on ilsc basis 
of the said letter daieJ 21-6-2000 placed the Petitioner under 
suspension from 22-6-2000. It is contended by the 
concerned workman that, a charge sheet dated 29-12-2000 
was served on him alleging that, on 12-1 i-!999 the 
concerned workman had w'ithdrawn Rs. 600 dirccil> from 
the S. B. Savings in operative account i 14 ofi'rakash 
S. Usgaonkar by forging the signature of account hoider 
on S. B, wiihcira-ai form and using the services of 
Sri Satish N. Jadar and also withdrawn amounts iiiim the 
said S. B. Accormt holder Prakasli NM. Usgaonkar by 
forging his sign^itau.s on cheque leaves on dirferent dates 
by using services of Sri R, P. Rawardcor Sri Sliamsuddin 
and that, to faciiiuae the said withdrawals the ci;!':cerncd 
workman got tj!C inoperative account 114 iranstcrred to 
operative acccuni on 18-1 i -1999 by forging the sign mures 
of the Avccouni Holder on the Application I'orm. St r-. case 
of the 2nd Part} 'voncerned w'orkman that it was alleged 
that, the concerned workman collected the cheque book 
bearing No, 49863 i to 498640 on 10-1 1-1999 b\ iV>i-ging 
signature of S.S Account, 114 Holder Sri ibakash 
N. Usgaonkar and using service of Shashikanih N. Jauhar 
and thereby committed misconduct as per itipariiie 
Settienicnt Para 19,5 published for a major penalty as per 
Bipartite Settlement para 19.6 and called the repiy from the 
concerned workman. 

(3) ll is contended by the concerned w'orkman that, 
the Disciplinary Authority appointed Sri 1. C itarles 
Ravikumar, Manager (Accounts) Margao Branch as 
Enquiry Officer to enquire into the charges levelled against 
the concerned workman and the said Enquiry Officer i.ssued 
a Notice fixing liie date of enquiry on 12-6-2001. it is his 
case that by a subsequent letter dated 26-9-200 i the 
Disciplinary Authority changed the I/nquiry Officer by 
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concurring with the findings of the linqui-y Oificcr tnJ 
order passed by the Disciplinan,- AulhoriSy without r rape- 


appointing one Shri N.V.Chandar, Chief Manager, Margao 
and also appointed Sri K. Udayachandra Joshi, D. M. 
Head Office as Presenting Officer indicating the procedure 
to be followed in conducting the enquiry. It is contended 
by the concerned workman that, he was allowed to take the 
assistance, to defend the charges in the enquiry’ of one Sri 
V. Manjunath, President, S & M Employees Union. It is 
contended by the concerned workman that, during the 
course of the enquiry, the Presenting Officer examined Bank 
witness and from his side he examined himself. It is his 
case that, he submitted the written statement at the end of 
the enquiiy on 28-11 -2001. It is contended by the concerned 
workman that, the Enquiry Officer appears to have 
submitted findings of the. Enquiry to the Disciplinary 
Authority on 27-2-2002 holding that, all the charges made 
against the Petitioner are proved. It is further contended 
by the concerned workman that,* on 25-2-2002 the 
Disciplinary Authority/!st Party called the explanation, if 
any, from the concerned workman, enclosing copy of the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer. It is contended by the 
concerned workman that, on 17th June, 2002 he submitted 
his explanation to the Disciplinary Authority stating that, 
the findings of the Enquiry officer is baseless, imaginary 
and there is no application of mind of the Enquiry Officer 
on the records of evidence and therefore the whole findings 
are in gross violation of principles of natural. It is further 
contended by the concerned workman that, the Disciplinary 
Authority after,receipt of his explanation issued a Show 
Cause notice dated 23-7-2002 to the concerned workman 
stating therein that, he has come to the conclusion that 
aU the charges levelled against the concerned workman are 
proved. It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, he submitted his detailed explanation on 3-8-2002 to 
the Disciplinary Authority highlighting many facts, 
evidence and circumstances as to how the charges levelled 
against him are baseless, illegal and the perversity of the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer and prayed therein to 
consider all that and defer the proposed punishment. It is 
further contended by the concerned workman that, the 
Disciplinary Authority by its letter dated 27-8-2002 
provided him an opportunity of personal hearing on 
17-9-2002 when the concerned workman appeared before 
the Disciplinary Authority alongwith his representative 
and submitted his written statement. It is further contended 
by the concerned workman that, however, the Disciplinary 
Authority still passed an order dated 30-11-2002 
discharging the concerned workman from its services. 

(4) It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, being aggrieved by the said order of discharge dated 
30-11 -2002 the concerned workman submitted an appeal to 
the Deputy Cjcnerai Manager and Appellate Authority, State 
Bank of Mysore, I lubli, on 23-12-2002 explaining how the 
orders of the Disciplinary Authority are illegal and baseless. 
It is further contended by the concerned workman that, 
the Appellate Authority offered him an opportunity to 
appear in person and heard him personally on 13-2-2003 
and also took into account his Memorandum 
submitted through his Defence Representative. It is further 
contended by the concerned workman that, however, the 
Appellate Authority by its order dated 30-4-2003 rejected 
the appeal, preferred by the concerned woi^kman, mechanically 


and independent application of mind to the facts ana 
circumstances of the case without considering the variou:; 
grounds urged by the concerned workman in his appeal. It 
is further contended by the concerned workman that the 
order of the Appellate Authority also suffers from ver) 
many illegality and infirmities which have vitiated the 
proceedings. It is further contended by the concerned 
workman that, he also exhausted his remedy once again 
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (CentraH and 
Conciliation Officer at Vasco-d-Gama, Goa by moving an 
application under Section 2(A) read with Section 12 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is further contended by 
the concerned workman that, the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) tried his level best to convince the 
Management/1 St Party that, the concerned workman’s case 
be viewed on humanitarian ground and considering the 
downtrodden poverty line of the concerned workman may 
arrive at an amicable settlement. It is further contended by 
the concerned workman that, despite of the best efforts, 
the matter could not be resolved in conciliation proceedings 
and matter ended in failure of Conciliation on 3-8-2G05. l! is 
further contended by the concerned workman thai, 
therefore, being aggrieved by the order dated 
30-1 1-2002 passed by the Disciplinary Authority and tlK- 
order dated 30-4-2003 passed by the Appellate Authority 
of the Management/1st Party he is preferring this Appeal 
contending that, the charges I, 2, 3 and 4 arc not clear and 
are vague. It is further contended by the concenicd 
workman that, it is well established that, iflhe cliarges are 
vague, it deprives a reasonable opportunity for the CSf U; 
put up appropriate defence and consequently tantamuunls 
violation of Principles of natural Justice and hence iUc 
charges 1,2,3 and 4 become invalid, requires to be quaslied 
It Is further contended by the concerned workman that, the 
charges are null and void as the same arc not issued by a 
notified Disciplinary Authority as the Disciplinai v 
Authority has not been notified hence the charge sheet 
becomes null and void, not maintainable, requires lo be 
quashed along with the entire proceedings and show cause 
notice and final order of punishment. It is further contended 
by the concerned workman that, the charges 1,2,3 and 4 
contain the allegations of forgery and has not been 
charged under a specific clause of the Bipaniic but has 
been under 19.5 without mentioning sub-clause, and there 
are 20 sub-clauses and docs not spell out under which sub- 
clause the charges are levelled and hence prima facie the 
entire charge sheet becomes invalid, vague amd docs not 
survive. It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, the charges 1,2,3 and 4 contains allegal ions of forgeiy. 
However, in the entire proceedings none of the witness 
have come forward and given evidence that the instrument 
in question narrated in Charge I, 2, 3 and 4 arc all forged 
and no one has said who has forged and the BW! wht> Isas 
passed all the instruments admitted, accepted ai i 
acknowledged that, he has passed the instruments nev ^ 
says atleast in the evidence that these instrurnem.s arc 
forged. It is further contended by the concerned workmuii 
that, inspite of such vital true facts available learned 
Enquiry Officer came to the conclusion that, ho has no' 
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given the meduinicany vv ^houi applying lui nund 

and the disciplinary' authority also ened in accepting the 
findings mechanically without applying its mind gave the 
punishment which is contrary to the principles of natural 
justice hence the same is liable vo be quashed and set 
aisde. It is further contended by tite concerned workman 
that, the relevant material witnesses have not been 
examined. 11 is further conksnled by the concerned 
workman that, the Star Officer Witnviss 
Shri Somanna who came for investigation and alleged to 
have taken a letter has not been examined to establish 
whether the Petitioner voluntarily gave the letter of 
confession or not, especially wiven it is disputed in the 
course of the cross-examinanon and when defence 
evidence is produced to the effect that this PetitiovuT was 
promised and under threat of police, compel ieu to copy a 
letter Written by Sri Somanna in English despite the true 
facts that, the concerned workman is not fully versed with 
English L.amiagc. It is further contended by the concerned 
workman that, non-examinaiion of Sri Somanna and Officer 
from the Regional office is failure on the part of the 
Manageinent./!st Party to establish the truth and therefore, 
the findings of the Enquiry' Officer is biased on without 
application of mind and hence the act of the Disciplinary' 
Authority' mechanically considering the findings without 
application of his mind demonstrates a biased and contrary 
to the principles of natural justice and requires to be set 
aside. It is further contended by the concerned workman 
that, the conclusion of the Enquiry Officer that, the 
concerned workman has admitted, by confessing 
voluntarily do not hold any water in the light ot the answers 
given by the Branch Manager and the evidence on record. 
It is further contended by the concerned workman that, the 
fact that the letter was copies by the concerned workman 
in an empty cash cabin in the presence of Sri Somanna and 
there is no evidence established on record through any of 
the witness that the concerned workman voluntarily gave 
the copied letter or copied the letter voluntarily and handed 
over it to the Manager. It is further contended by the 
concerned workman that, that from the relevant material 
evidence, the findings based upon the BEC II presuming 
that, it is voluntarily confessed iciler is perverse, contrary 
to evidence on record and evidence, the findings becomes 
illegal, invalid and the Disciplinary aulliority also erred in 
accepting the findings mechanicaiiy and iherelore also the 
punishment inflicted Is unjust, unwarranted and opposed 
to principles of natural justice and requires to 
be set aside in the ends of justice by reinstating the 
concerned workman. It is further contended by the 
concerned workman that, the allegations levelled in the 
charge arc all concocted one 'r e without evidence and 
of therefore the findings and the punishment inflic-ied are 
contrary to the principles ofnai .iral Justice. 

(5) It is further contended bv the concenied workman 
that, even though it has been brought on record that, Shri 
Somanna from Regional office crime for investigation and 
he has submitted the report to the Management, his request 
for the report has been denied and opportunity to establish 
that letter was obtained by him enclosed to the report now 
brought on record through courier and produced in tire 
inquiry proceedings is lost and die concerned workman 


[Part -c.dfii)] 


has bew' depr-. cc .:>fa reajonable opportumt'^ -: '.uiblish 
the defer" !''s hm case that. Disciplinary Auilua c, wrongly 
based upoit i* h void findings which reouu is to be 
quashed and s t aside. It is. further contended by the 
concerned wu; kr'..fn that, no definite charge cv : d at the 
time of invcAlr adonmade by Sri Somanna and diai. neither 
the Managu ‘v s Sri Somanna are Discipline '. n .'ncclhe 
question of c; Session does not arise as ih.;v are not 
competent ;udhonties empowered with jurisdiction to 
accept any sm confession, hence the finJiUgs of the 
Enquiiy Officer with regard to alleged confessiom r illegal 
and is without iorisdiction and therefore also luc imdings 
equirc to be rut aside to meet the ends of > .c, It is 

further contend,:! by the concerned workmai’ ,' .he act 
of the Enquiry Officer coolly coming to the uriOusion 
without appl> Ing his mind based on the alleged confession 
is erroneous, von.lrary to the principles of justice 

hence the findiiigs and proposed punishment i .ouircd to 
be quashed unci set aside. It is further contended by the 
concerned workman that, there is no compinnu or claim 
from any party and there is no evidence brougiit ^ n record 
to the effect that, tlie Bank has suffered loss a;0 therefore 
also the findings become perverse contrary to !h i principles 
of natural justice and punishment inflicted is ao.aiid and 
requires to be set aside. It is turthcr conlciivicd by the 
concerned vvorkrnan that, the Appellate AuU'wr.i)' is not 
justified in the order dated 30-4-2003 rejcciingthc 

Appeal preiened by the concerned workman mowmnically 
concurring waih the findings of the Enquir\ ' dficcr and 
order of passed by the Disciplinary Authorin 'A iihoul 
proper and independent application of mind the facts 
and circumstance.s of the case. It is his case they he ought 
to have considered on the various grounds ui c-’d by him 
in his appeal. Me alieges'that, the order of the .\ppellalc 
Authority also suffers from very many tllcgalily and 
infirmtics which have vitiated the proceedmes. So he 
praycd-thai the impugned orders dated 30-11 passed 
by the Disciplinary Authority and impugned order dated 
30-4-2003 pa.sscd by the Appellate Authorit) f e quashed 
and set aside and the concerned workman bv reinstated 
with benefit offull back wages with consequcihial relicfs.- 

(6) 'fhis is disputed by the Managernem Ist Early 
by filing Written Statement at Exhibit 1 1 siniing and 
contending ihab the concerned workman was 'Aorking as a 
Peon in its branches at Margao and Panaji bin denied that, 
he had worked diligently and faithfully in the Bank, 
Management/! si Party denied that, on 21 -6-20/lO \\ Idle the 
concerned workman was discharging his duties one 
Mr. Somanna, Branch Manager of the Respoudvi'!! visited 
the Branch at Panaji vvliere the concerned uo.iknian was 
working induced the concerned workman to cop> a letter 
written in English language and that the said Mr, Somanna 
took the concerned workman to an empty cash cabin along 
with him and asked him to copy the said prepated letter 
and hand over to the said Branch Manager. It is ..ase of the 
Management/1 s! Party that, the concerned Wia k!rian/2nd 
Party has wriitcn. a letter and handed it over u> i‘;e Branch 
Manager and the Disciplinary Authority on ihi- basis of 
the said ietter ckated 21-6-2000 placed tin concerned 
workman i.indc; 'Cispension Irom 21-6-2()()(). b is case of 
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the Management/1st Party that, the Petitioner knows 
English language and had written the said letter voluntarily 
in good English and signed under it. 

7. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, 
initially Shri Charles Ravikumar was appointed as Enquiry 
Officer and subsequently on his request to relief him on 
health grounds Shri N.V., Chander was appointed in his 
place. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, the 
change of Disciplipnary Authority had been duly informed 
to the concerned workman. It is a case of the Management/ 
1 St Party that, even though the concerned workman had 
admitted his guilt in withdrawing amount from the customer 
account brought his letter and made good the withdrawn 
amount by depositing it in the Bank, a domestic enquiry 
was initialed by the Bank by issuing a charge sheet and 
the concerned workman was represented by 
Sri Mankjunath, President of SBM Employees Union, 
Bangalore. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, 
the concerned workman had admitted that all the procedure 
of domestic enquiry proceedings were^complied with by 
the management as evident from the Appeal where the 
concerned workman stated all the steps taken by the 
Management/1 St Party culminated in his discharge. It is 
case of the Management/1 st Party that, since he had totally 
failed to discharge the guilt the Disciplinary Authority had 
no other alternative but to discharge the Petitioner from 
the service of the Bank for gross misconduct since the 
charges are proved. Management/1st Party denied that, 
the Enquiry' officer’s report is baseless, imaginary and in 
fact the concerned workman had availed all opportunities 
to defend himself and he cannot now make such frivolous 
contention and it is contended by the Management/1st 
party that, the Disciplinary Authority applied its mind and 
decided to punish the concerned workman. It is case of the 
Management/1st Party that, the Appellate Authority, after 
hearing the concerned workman and perusal of the memo 
of appeal delivered the order dated 30'4-2003 rejecting the 
appeal preferred by the concerned workman by giving 
sound reasons and the said order does not suffer from any 
illegality or infirmity which have vitiated the proceedings. 
It is case of the Management/1st Party that, the conciliation 
proceedings failed before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) because there was nothing new 
brought to the notice of the Management and there was no 
change of circumstances inviting reopening of the matter 
from the part of the Management and since the concerned 
workman’s acts are serious criminal nature reopening such 
matters very much difficult. 

8. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, the 
charges arc very clear and are not vague as alleged by the 
concerned workman, 'fhe concerned workman was served 
with the charge sheet mentioning four charges in detail 
which itself is crystal clear and the concerned workman 
has clearly understood the charges and pleaged guilty. 
Management/1 st Party denied that, the charges itself are 
null and void as the same have not been issued by a 
notified Disciplinary Authority as the Disciplinary 
Authority has not been notified in the Branch to all the 
staff members including the concerned workman while work¬ 


ing in the Bank. Management/1st Party denies that, the 
copy of the Notification was never found till today in the 
Notice Board of the Bank and that, there is no 
signature of the concerned workman having obtained the 
circular, if any, noting the Disciplinary Authority and hence 
the charge sheet becomes null and void and not 
maintainable and hence the order to be quashed. It is .case 
of the Managemer\t/lst Party that, the Disciplinary 
Authority has been notified to all the staff members through 
the circulars and all the staff members are 'supposed to 
notice these circulars and said are open to all as well as 
available at Branches/offices. It is case of the Manage¬ 
ment/! st Party that, there are only 12 clauses to para 19.5 
of Bipartite Settlement, no prejudice is caused to the 
concerned workman by not citing the sub-clauses as the 
concerned workman clearly understood the charges and 
the acts committed by the concerned workman by him and 
pleaded not guilty to the charges, 

9. Management/1st Party denied that, the allega¬ 
tions of forgery have not been proved by the Manage¬ 
ment/1 st Party against the concerned workman and that 
the Enquiry Officer and Disciplinary Authority have not 
applied the mind while delivering the orders. It is case of 
the Management/1st Party that, the learned Enquiry 
Officer and Disciplinary Authority have considered the 
facts, documents, circumstances and evidence how 
Rs.36,100 has been withdrawn from the Account No. 114 of 
by the concerned workman to defraud the Bank by putting 
the withdrawals forms/cheques through counter for 
encashment through his friends. It is case of the Manage- 
ment/lst Party that, on 17-6-2000 customer Prakash S. 
Usgaonkar presented a withdrawal form and Pass book 
which, he was told that, the balance in the account is only 
Rs. 1077 and the Pass Book showing the balance of 
Rs.36,620 and upon the enquiry with the staff members the 
concerned workman himself voluntarily admitted to the 
Branch Manager, that he has withdrawn the money from 
the said accuount and deposited a sum of Rs,36,100 on 20- 
6-2000 and thereafter submitted a letter admitting that, he 
has withdrawn the money. It is case of the Management/ 
1st Party that, the concerned workman’s friend and Bank 
customers also admitted that, they acted on behalf of the 
concerned workman, in their letters dated 21-6-2000 and 
22-6-2000. It is case of the Management/1 st Party that, the 
concerned workman never denied the contents of the forg¬ 
ery or the contents of the letter dated 21-6-2006 or the 
deposit of the amount and the contents of the letters made 
by his friends. 

10, It is case of the Management/1 st Party that, no 
prejudice has been caused to the concerned workman for 
non-examination of Shri Somanna anddenied that, the con¬ 
cerned workman wrote the said letter under duress or un¬ 
der the threats of the Police. It is case of the Management/ 
1st Party that, the findings are based upon the 
evidence and documents. Management/1st Party denies 
that, the letter was copies by the concerned workman in an 
empty cash cabin in the presence of Shri Somanna. It is 
case of the Management/1st Party that, the concerned 
workman has himself shown the said letter dated 21-6-2000 
to the Secretary of the Union, Panaji Branch before tendering 
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the said letter to the Branch Manager, the said letter volun¬ 
tarily written by the concerned workman in order to elicit a 
lenient view from the higher authority, and the 
enquiry proceedings are totally silent regarding the issue 
of coercion or assurances, not even the suggestion that 
has been put to the witness/Branch Manager. It is case of 
the Management/1st party that, the findings in this Case 
are not solely based on Exh.11 but are based on oral evi¬ 
dence and also the documents including the letter dated 
21-6-2006 and that the Exhibit BEXll cannot be read 
in isolation since the said exhibits have to be read along 
with other exhibits and oral evidence before the Enquiry 
officer. Management/1 St Party denied that, the allegations 
levelled in the charges are concocted one and without evi¬ 
dence. It is case of the Management/1st Party that, non¬ 
production of Investigation Repor. and the Management/ 
1st Parly has not relied upon the Inquiry report before the 
Enquiry Officer. 

11. Management/1st Party denied that it obtained 
the confession from the concerned workman under dress. 
It is case of the Management/1st Party' that, the concerned 
workman admitted his acts of forgery to the Branch Man¬ 
ager, deposited the withdrawn amount and submit a letter 
describing his acts of forgery and presented to the Branch 
Manager voluntarily and the said letter is the part of the 
evidence in the enquiry proceedings. It is case of the 
Management/1 St Party that, the concerned workman 
himself made the admission before the charge sheet so the 
facts and circumstances of this case is not similar to the 
case decided by the Hon’ble Karnataka High Court. It is 
case of the Management/1 st Party that, by the acts 
committed by the concerned workman Bank suffered 
disrepute in the eyes of the customer and the public in 
general regarding the reputation of the Bank. It is denied 
by the Management/I st party that, the Appellate Author¬ 
ity is not justified in passing the order dated 30-4-2003 
rejecting the appeal preferred by the concerned workman 
and submit that, the Appellate order is legal and justified. 
It is submitted by the Management/1st Party that, the 
concerned workman has not made out any case and the 
reference deserves to be rejected in limine with costs and 
the concerned workman is not entitled to any reliefs. 

12. In view of the above pleadings Issues were framed 
at Exhibit 15. Out of those Issues at (i) and (ii) are treated as 
preliminary issues which I answer as follows: 


ISSUES 

FINDINGS 

Whether inquiry fair 

No 

and proper? 


Whether finding perverse? 

Yes 


REASONS: 
tSSUES NOS.1&2; 

13. 2nd Party concerned workman claims that, he 
joined 1 st Party initially as temporary Peon at Margao Panaj i 
Branch and worked there between 1992-94. He worked hon¬ 
estly and sincerely and considering his work he was posted 
as Daftri from 23-3-1994 on which he worked at Panaj i 
Branch. 


[Part II - - Sir, j(ii)| 


14. It i.s his case that, while he was discharging 
duties Mr, Soinanna who was the Branch Manager visited 
Panaji Branch where 2nd Party/conccrncd worknuin was 
working. At the time of visit of Mr. Somanna he erdied the 
2nd Party/concemed workman in cash cabin and luinded 
over a copy of writing and asked him to reproduce it in his 
hand writing and hand over to him. It is his case that, he 
was educated upio Std. IX and was not that much, conver¬ 
sant with English language.’ It is his case that, on the basis 
of the said writing given by the 2nd Party/concerned 
workman. Disciplinary Authority suspended him from 
22-6-2000, The charges levelled against the concerned work¬ 
man were that, he withdrawn Rs. 600 on 12-11 -99 from S/B 
Account which was inoperative Account No.! 14 staisding 
in the name of Ih'akash S. Usgaonkar. It is also alleged that, 
by forging signature he withdrawn amount IVom the ac¬ 
count of Usgaonkar. It is also alleged that, while withdraw¬ 
ing said amount he took help of other hands working in the 
Bank, It is also alleged that, by forging signature of 
Usgaonkar he obtained cheque leaves and used those on 
different dates with the help of R, P. Rawardc or 
Shamsuddin and ‘withdrawn amount from inoperative 
Account No. I 14 standing in the name of Prakash 
Usgaonkar. It is case of the 2nd Party/conccrncd workman 
that, the domestic enquiry was conducted on 30-O-2001, 
6-9-2001,7-9-2001 and 28-11-2001 and the witness were 
examined. According to 2nd Party/conccrncd workman 
material witnesses were not examined before Inquiry 
Officer nor produced by the 1st party. Even Investigating 
Officer was not examined on whose basis charges were 
levelled of withdrawing the amount from the account of 
Mr. Usgaonkar with the help of above referred persons 
working with the Bank. It is his case that, no fair opportu¬ 
nity was given, no documents were produced with the 
Enquiry Officer to hold him guilty oftlie charges levelled 
against him. It is his case that, the very account Iioldcr 
Usgaonkar was not examined, nor original complaint was 
produced allegedly given by Usgaonkar claiming that, 
amount was withdrawn by unknown person and he has 
not withdrawn the said amount and no evidence was led 
by the Presenting Officer by examining said alleged 
witnesses viz. Jadar, Rawarde as well as Usgaonkar, It is 
his case that, when the person who initially held the inves¬ 
tigation Mr, Somanna is not examined and copy ofthe said 
investigation report is not placed on record vis-a-vis copy 
of complaint of Mr. Usgaonkar, the account holder and 
other witnesses where the alleged persons whose services 
have been allegedly utilized by the concerned workman for 
withdrawing the amount from Usgaonkar’s account, He 
claims that, enquiry was not fair and proper, I le also claims 
that, there was no evidence before the Enquiry Officer of 
withdrawing the amount by him and forging signature of 
the account holder Mr. Usgaonkar. So he claims that, find¬ 
ing is perverse. He also prays that, enquiry be declared not 
just and proper and finding perverse. 

15. This is disputed by the manageineni/lst Party by 
making out the case that, there was enquiry and charge 
sheet was served on the concerned workman. It is case of 
the 1st Party that, enquiry was conducted by the l/nquiry 
officer in which the representative of the concerned work¬ 
man represented him. It is case of the 1 st Party that, he htis 
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submitted reply to the charges sheet and full opportunity 
was given to the concerned workman. It is case of the 1 st 
Party that, very serious allegations were levelled against 
the concerned workman and sufficient evidence was there 
before the Disciplinary Authority to conclude finding not 
perverse. 

16. To support that, 2nd Party/concemed workman 
placed reliance on his affidavit filed at Exhibit 16 in lieu of 
his examination-in-chief where he narrated all above story 
and claims that, enquiry is not fair and proper and finding 
perverse. In the cross he admits that, he knows Branch 
Manager Mr. Lobo. He denies that, he has withdrawn the 
amount from the account of Usgaonkar on number of oc¬ 
casions as alleged by the Bank. He also denies that, he 
admits the signature forged by him of account holder 
Usgaonkar. It is to be noted that, in the cross no admis¬ 
sions were obtained by the Advocate of the 1 st Party from 
them to conclude that, he is at fault or he is guilty of the 
charges. On that, he filed closing purshis at Exhibit 30. 
Against that Bank examined Jerald Lobo, the Branch Man¬ 
ager of Panaji by filing his aflldavit-in-lieu of examination- 
in-chief at Exhibit 32 who claims that, enquiry is fair and 
proper and finding not perverse. He also claims that, 2nd 
Party fabricated the signature of the account holder 
Usgaonkar and withdrawn the amount on a number of 
occasions with the help of staff. He also states that cheques 
were obtained by the concerned workman and by using 
those he withdrawn the amount and by signing forged 
signature of account holder Usgaonkar committed miscon¬ 
duct for which punishment of dismissal is just and proper. 
In the cross he states that, the letter produced at page 15 of 
Exhibit 12 does not bear the name of the concerned work¬ 
man. He also admits that, the said letter does not bear the 
allegation against the concerned workman. This witness 
states that, he does not know whether Prakash Usgaonakr 
was examined before the Enquiry Officer, acocount holder 
against which it was alleged that, the concerned workman 
withdrew the amount from the account. He also admits 
that, he has no knowledge about examination of Sunil Naik 
in the enquiry'. Me also admits that, no Police complaint 
was filed against the concerned workman of forgety. He 
also admits that, he had not mentioned the name of the 
concerned workman when he complained to the Regional 
office about the alleged act of the 2nd Party/concemed 
workman. He also states that, he does not know whether 
concerned workman has admitted the guilt by writing 
letter in front of Mr. Somanna, It was suggested that, the 
said letter was obtained by Somanna by using force and 
by using inllucnce and playing fraud on the concerned 
workman tempting him that, if he admits the charges, no 
action will be taken on which he relied and gave undertak¬ 
ing. He also docs not know, whether, Rawale was the wit¬ 
ness in the enquiry. He also admits that, he does not know 
whether Dy. Manager reported that, amount withdrawn 
was legally withdrawn by issuing cheques and there was 
no illegality in withdrawing the amount from the account 
of Usgaonkar, On that 1st party closed evidence and fled 
closing purshis at Exhibit 37. 

17. Written arguments are submitted by ihc 2nd 
l*any/conccrncd workman at Exhibit 38 and by the 1 st Party'/ 
Management at |{xhibil 39 with some citations. 


18. Persued the proceedings, written arguments filed 
at Exhibits 38 and 39 as well as the documents produced by 
the 2nd Party/concerned workman at Exhibit 8 and the I st 
Party/Management at Exhibit 12. 

19. Documents produced with Exhibit 8 including 
copy of the enquiry report and copy of enquiry proceed¬ 
ings. From the said documents we find that, witness viz. 
alleged account holder Usgaonkar is not examined before 
the Enquiry Officer. In the enquiry we find that, the com¬ 
plaint alleged to have been filed by Usgaonkar is also not 
produced. In the enquiry we find original investigation 
report is not submitted . Even question was pul to the 
witness of the Management on which Enquiry Officer ob¬ 
jected and passed an order that. Investigation report is not 
necessary. It is case of the 2nd Party /concerned workman 
that, on the basis of the said Investigation Report charge 
sheet was served and enquiry was conducted. Besides it is 
a matter of record that, Investigating Officer Mr. Somanna 
who allegedly submitted his report is not examined before 
the Enquiry Officer. Besides the services of the alleged 
persons allegedly used by the concerned workman for with¬ 
drawing the amount are also not examined in the enquiry. 
Besides Somanna is not examined against whom, it is 
alleged that the concerned workman admitted the guilt 
before him by writing letter voluntarily. It is the case of the 
2nd Party that, said writing was taken from him by using 
force and coercion by the Manager. It is his case that, he 
has not given it voluntarily and on that basis 1st Party/ 
Management cannot rely and prosecute him. When that 
stand is taken by the 2nd Party/concemed workman, natu¬ 
rally burden shifts on the 1st party to prove that, the writ¬ 
ing of confession was voluntarily and said action was taken 
on voluntary statement of on guilt admitted by the con¬ 
cerned workman. However, said burden is not properly 
discharged by 1st Party by examining Mr. Somanna or by 
examining witness on whom 1 st Party /Management want 
to rely. Besides charge of forging signature of Usgaonkar 
is also alleged and it is not proved by examining Usgaonkar 
or by taking hand writing expert’s report on signature on 
which it is alleged that amount was withdrawn showing 
that, it was not signature of Usgaonkar but it was signa¬ 
ture of the 2nd Party./workman. Moreover, as far as legal¬ 
ity of withdrawing the amount is concerned involved in 
the reference or involved in the charge sheet of the con¬ 
cerned workman, it is case of the 1st Party/Managemenl 
that, there was ho any illegality in withdrawing the amount. 
Even Deputy Manager deposed before the Enquiry Officer 
that, the amount was withdrawn legally allegedly involved 
in the charge sheet. Even case is made out to that effect by 
2nd Party by putting suggestion to the sole witness of the 
Management Mr. Lobo who as Branch Manager at Panaji 
Branch during 1999-2002. 

20. When the concerned account holder Usgaonkar 
is not examined vis-a-vis his complaint is not brought on 
record where allecations are made by the 1st party/ 
Managemera ihai, the concerned account holder 
Usgaonkar claims ihaf, there was no amount in his ac¬ 
count, in my considered view one cannot presume that, 
there was complaint of Us; rnnkar and he was blaming 
that, there was no amon?-, io his account. Besides in the 
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absence of examintion of Usgaonkar the account holder, 
and in the absence of complaint allegedly filed by him one 
cannot presume that, he complained with the Bank saying 
that, amount was withdrawn by somebody or by third per¬ 
son , in my view no importance require to give to it. More¬ 
over, no Police case was filed against fne concerned work¬ 
man since it was a charge of forgery. We know charge of 
forgery require technical proof. It also require hand writing 
expert’s opinion to sort out the allegations of forgery. The 
documents produced in the form of copies of cheques and 
copies of other documents bears signatures of Usgaonkar. 

It is not shown by 1st Party/ Managemerit that, those are 
signed by the concerned workman and the concerned work¬ 
man took advantage of these signatures for withdrawing 
the amount from the account of Usgaonkar. Besides it was 
allegation of the 1st party/Management that, the concerned 
workman/2nd Party had utilized the services of Jadhav and 
Shamshuddin and Jadhar, Even none of them are examined 
before the Enquiiy Officer to show that, they helped the 
concerned workman and with their help the concerned work¬ 
man withdrew the amount from the account of Usgaonkar. 
Besides it is not shown by the 1st Party/ 
Management that. Account No. 114 of Usgaonkar was 
operated by the concerned workman and therefore he took 
disadvantage of it . The case made out by the concerned 
workman that, relying on the confession made by the 
concerned workman which he allegedly handed over to 
Somanna, he was charge sheeted and Enquiry Officer 
observed him guilty of the charges. However, when said 
Sommana is not examined to depose before Enquiry 
Officer that, the concerned workman gave that writing 
voluntarily or without any fear or without any influence it 
has no meaning . Against that case of the 2nd Party/ 
concerned workman is that, by using force and coercion 
and pressuring him his signature was taken on that confes¬ 
sion. Besides that, the said confession is not produced on 
record by the 1 si Party to establish that, it was writing of the 
concerned workman which volunteer and it is in his own 
handwriting without fear and force. Unless and until it is 
there one cannot go through it and can point out and distin¬ 
guish the free handwriting which is written without fear or 
without any influence and the hand writing which is written 
under force or under fear and under coercion, 

21. Besides the witnesses examined by 1 st Party are 
not speaking about the act of the concerned workman /2nd 
Party to show that, he was rcspoHcible for the said act 
Besides alleged persons viz. Uawarde, Jadar and 
Shamshuddin arc not examined b> i si pa;'1>7Msnagemtni 
Only because 2nd Party admitted the guilt befrue 
Mr. Somanna by writing allege^; confession and by 
showing willingness to deposit Ihc anmunt and that, 
actually he deposited the amount, cimnot be said that, he 
was guilty of the charges levelled aguinsl him . 

22. 1 icre charge levelled against ihe concerned work¬ 
man is of forging the signature and wiihdrawing the amount 
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from the account ot ITakash Usgaonkar from lime to lime 
and as far as said charge is concerned, no evidence i.s lead 
before the Enquiry. Officer and even Presenting Officer did 
not examine any of the witnesses related to the alleged act 
of the concerned workman/2nd Parly in withdraw ii;g the 
amount from the account of Usgaonkar. When mi fnese 
things are absera and only because the concerned ''U'k- 
inan wrote the confession at the insistence ol Soinmana 
and only because he deposited the amount in the Sundary 
.Account it cannot he presumed that, he is guilty ,d ihc 
charges levclleo against him. Besides finding given by the 
Enquiry Officer ncreiy base on writing of concerned 
workman ailegcdK given to Sommana. hmdins; cc the 
Enquiry Officer is at page 60 of Exhibit 8 Said find ng is of 
2-1/4 pages. No evidence is discussed by the icv.miry 
Officer in the said rinding, he did not say when he is 
concluding as concluded. Even there is no evidence be¬ 
fore him. Just he rderred Bank Documents and ccnlen- 
fions taken by the isl Party/Managemeni and contcnlions 
taken by the 2tid PatTy/concemed workman, rherc was no 
discussion about the evidence and evidence of altegcd 
account holder I'sgaonkar or evidence of Invcsuuttng 
Officer or discussion about statement made by Ka vardc, 
Jadhav, Shamshuddin and Jadar against whom ;! was 
alleged that, 2nd Party took help of those in wiihdnnving 
the amount. Bc-fidcs as stated above, there is tm iiand 
writing expert's ret-mt showing that, documents rcioired 
by the Enquiry Offic er were signed by the concerns d 'vork- 
man and those arc signed by only concerned workis.an and 
not by account holder Usgaonkar it cannot coudu ’.? that, 
concerned workrran is resposible for it 

23. When all that is there and when there is no 
evidence before lise Enquiry Officer and when investiga¬ 
tion officer is no: examined nor his repoti is hiought on 
record it does not jicnriit concerned workman/2nd ihin> lo 
cross examine Isl Party/Management's witnesses in my 
considered view ,! have no option butlo conclude nquiry 
is not fair and pn. per and finding perverse 

24. Number of citations arc referred by Isi Parly/ 
Management's Advocate on the point ol domcsiic en¬ 
quiry. In lact there is no quarrel about the Proccdutc ofthe 
domestic enquiry and on relying on the finding ew en by 
the Enquiry Officer. How'cver, in the present ease enquiry 
itself is not auci proper and finding pervcrs> m my 
considered vimv. ist party/Managc'mciU cannoi .Vih/e it 
10 punish eoncorned workman /2nd Party. So I observe 
that , enquiry is fair and proper and finding v ersc. 
Hence, the order : 

(nmm 

{]} :yv:'-dr' • ■■'ot A\!r and proper 

(f.; ! /Hw-nne finding perverse, 

(3) be !hoiv. Management to juslily its acMon ; 

(4; rP-’ o.dcr as lo its costs. 

Bombay, A. A. LAD. Prcsidme' d ficer 

qth Februan , 2010 
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New Delhi, the 25ih March, 2010 

S.O. 949.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.33/ 2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Delhi as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
25-3-2010. 

[No. L-12012/I57/2008-IR(B-1)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR a K, VADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
NO. L KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No, 33/2009 

Smt. Raj Kumari W/o Girish Babu, 

Through All India General Mazdoor Union, 

170, Bal Mukund Khand, Giri Nagar, 

Kalkaji, New Delhi -19 

.. .Claimant 

Versus 

The Chairman, 

l.ocal Implementation Committee, 

State Bank of India, Tigri Branch, 

Khanpur, New DcIhj-62 

... Management 

AWARD 

Local Implementation Committee, Tigri Branch, State 
Bank of India, Khanpur, New Delhi (herein after referred to 
as the Committee), engaged Smt. Raj Kumari to serve tea 
and snacks to members of the committee. She served the 
said commmittee from 1989 till 1st of June, 95. When her 
services were dispensed with, she raised an industrial 
dispute against the bank. Dispute raised by Smt. Raj ICumari 
was adjudicated by this Tribunal and answered in favour 
of the management. She filed a writ petition before High 


Court of Delhi, wherein it was commanded that she may 
implead the Committee and raise the dispute again. She 
again raised a dispute before the Conciliation Officer. When 
conciliation proceedings failed, the appropriate Government 
referred the dispurt to this tribunal for adjudication, vide 
order No. L-12012/157/2008-IR (B-1), New Delhi dated 
07-07-2009, with the following terms:— 

“Whether the action of the Chairman, Local 
Implementation Committee, State Bank of India, Tigri 
Branch, Khanpur, New Delhi in terminating serv ices of Smt. 
Raj Kumari W/o Shri Girish Babu w.e.f. 2-6-95, is just and 
legal ? If not to what relief the applicant is entitled to ?” 

2. Claim statemet was filed by Smt. Raj Kumari 
pleading therein that she was working as a peon since 1989 
in the Committee, Tigri Branch, State Bank of India. 
New Delhi. She was paid @ Rs. 1500 PM. She was not 
given annual increment, transport allowance, house rent 
allowance, bouhs , leaves, appointment letter, attendance 
card, identity card, E.S.L and P. F. facilities. When she 
raised demand for these facilities, the management felt 
annoyed, her services were dispensed with on 2-6-95, 
without paying her wages for the month of May and I st of 
June, 95. Act of the management in terminating her service 
is illegal. She claimed reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

Contest was given to her claim by the management 
pleading that the Committee has no statutory existence. It 
has no nexus or relation with the bank. Committee can 
engage one person to run canteen to serve tea and snacks 
to members of the Committee. The employee of the 
Committee is paid for the eatables consumed by the 
members from welfare fund of the employees. Claimant was 
engaged by the Committee. When there was no need to 
continue her services, she was disengaged. Earlier industrial 
dispute, raised by the claimant, was answered against her 
and it operates’as res-judicata. She is not entitled to any 
relief. Her claim is liable to be dismissed. 

4. Claimant has examined herself in support ofher 
claim. Shri Pahal Singh, Chairman of the Committee was 
examined on behalf of the management. No other witness 
was examined by cither of the parties. 

5. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Anil 
Rajput, authorised representative, advanced arguments on 
behalf of the claimatit Ms. Kiitu Bajaj, authorised 
representative, raised her submissions on behalf of the 
management. I have given my careful considerations to 
the,arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously persued 
the record. My findings on issues, involved in the 
controversy are as follows : 

6. Smt. Raj Kumari swears in her affidavit that she 
was engaged by the Committee, figri Branch, State Bank 
of India in the year 1989 as a peon. Her monthly wages was 
Rs. 1500 PM. She worked with the Committee till 1st of 
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June, 1995 Legal facilities ?uch as annual increments, 
transport allowance, house rent allowance, leaves, identity 
card, appointment letter, attendance card, bonus, E.S.L and 
P.F. facilities were not given to her. When she raised a 
demand, her services were terminated on 2'6-95 without 
paying her wages for the month of May, 95 and 1-6-95. 
She used to work in the bank in place of Ram Babu and 
Rambachan She used to perfonn four hours overtime per 
day. During her cross examination she presents that she 
had filed a claim against State Bank of India, which was 
rejected. She admits that she w'as being paid by the 
Cornmitfcc. She denies that cheques Ex, MW 1/Wl to 
Ex. MW 1/W3 were paid to her for purchase of biscuits etc. 
According to her those cheques were paid towards her 
wages, 

7. Shri Pahal Singh, unfolds that the Committee was 

constiiutcd hy the employees of d igri Branch, State Bank 
of India lor their w'clfarc. It has no statutory or legal 
cxistance There was no-obligatio't on the bank or the 
Committee to run a canteen in Tigri Branch of the bank. 
The C ommiucc has no nexus or with the bank 

Smt. Raj Kuiiiji i was engaged by t; .ommittee to serve 
lea and snacks to the members of the Committee. She was 
paid for eatables cnnsuiiicd, directly by the members of the 
Committee. iF'uringtIvc course of his cross examination, he 
admits iltal cheque.s Ex. MWl/'Wl to Ex. MW1/W3 were 
issued to Smt. Raj Kumari out of Staff Welfare Fund. 
Whatever amount was paid to her it was out of Welfare 
Fund of the staf f. 

8. Out of facts projected by the parties it came to 
light that the Committee, Tigri Branch, State E3ank of India 
was constituted as a welfare rnca>:ure. There was no legal 
obligation on the bank to run a canteen. The said Committee 
employed Smt. Raj Kutnari to serve tea and snacks to its 
members. Smt. Raj Kumari was paid for snacks and tea out 
of the staff welfare fund, allotted to the Committee, The 
said Committee was not a statuioiw body, to have its nexus 
with the Stale Bank of India. Consequently it cannot be 
said that the Committee was constituted as a limb of Tigri 
Branch of Stale l^ank of India. Activities of the Committee 
cannot be treated as a branch of State Bank of India. 

9. No evidence worth nto- j has come over the 
record (hat the bank used to supervise work and conduct 
of Smt, Raj Kumari, when performed duties of serving 
lea and snacks to members of the Committee. She was not 
under the supervision and control of the bank, Bank was 
not having any right to take any disciplinary action her. 
Claimant cannot be equated with an employee employed in 
statutory canteens. It is not her case that there was a 
sanctioned post of peon in the Committee, against w'hich 
she worked from 1989 tilt June, 1995. Her engagement was 
.on need basis. 

i 0. It is an admitted fact that the ban bears by way 
of subsidy to the extent of 95% of the cost incurred by the 


canteens- for payment of salary, provident fund 
contribution, gratuity, uniform etc, and also provides 
premises, furniture, utensils, electricity, water etc. to the 
Committee free of charge. The canteen so run by the 
Committee is not a statutory canteen. The Committee is 
not under any legal obligation to run such a canteen. Bank 
does not exercise supervision and control on the work of 
Canteen Boy employed by the Committee. 3'he bank has 
absolutely no right to take any disciplinary action or to 
direct any employee of the Committee to do a particular 
work. In the absence of any obligation, statutory or 
otherwise for running a canteen by the bank, an employee 
of the Committee cannot be termed as an employee of the 
bank. Law to this effect was laid by the Apex Court in 
Reserve Bank of India’s case [1996(3) S.C.C. 267]. 

11. In Stale Bank India’s case (AIR 2000 SC 1518) 
the Apex Court was seized of such a proposition. It was 
ruled therein that canteens run by the Committee for 
providing certain amenities in the branch are non statutory, 
non recognized canteens, because admittedly there is 
neither statutory provision nor any obligation arising out 
of award or contract between the bank and its employees 
to run such canteen. Employees of the canteen, which are 
being run at various branches by Local Implementation 
Committee would not become employee of the bank, as 
bank is not having any statutory or contractual obligation 
to run such canteens. Bank does not employ Canteen Boys. 
Bank docs not supervise or control their work. For 
appointing a Canteen Boy there are no rules framed by the 
bank. The Bank has nothing to do with the running of the 
Canteen. The scheme framed by the bank for running of a 
Canteen by Local implementation Committee only promotes 
welfare activitie.s for benefit of its employees. Therefore, it 
cannot be said that canteen Boys are employees of the 
Bank. 

12. As is evident that claimanFwas working with 
the Committee which has no connection with the bank. 
The claimant cannot seek reinstatement of her Job with the 
bank. Since she is not an employee of the management 
bank, her case is also not covered within the ambit of the 
circular issued by the bank on 25-8-91. The circular dated 
25-8-91 highlights that the bank invited application from 
casual employees for their absorption. Bank had also 
invited applications from Canteen Boys, from whom jobs 
of casual nature were taken by the bank, for the purposes 
of absorption of their services. Circular referred above is 
not applicable to the case of the claimant. It is not her case 
that she ever performed jobs of casual nature with the 
bank. Even otherwise, the said circular is not applicable to 
her. On the strength of flie said circular, referred above, 
employees have worked in temporary capacity with the 
bank between 1-7-75 to 31-7-88 were considered for the 
purpose ofabsorption in bank’s services. Smt. Raj Kumari 
claims to have served the Committee from 1989 to 
2-6-1995. The said circular does not come to her rescue. 
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since she stands on different and distinct footings than 
those employees whose cases were considered for 
absorption in the services of the bank. 

13. Whether claimant can seek application of the 
said circular to her case ? For an answer, legal provisions 
are to be take note of. Equality before law and equal 
protection of laws are fundamental rights of every person, 
ordains Article 14 of the Constitution. The guiding 
principles laid in Article 14 are that persons, who are 
similarly situated, shall be treated a like both in privileges 
conferred and liability imposed, which means that amongst 
equals the law should be equal and should be equally 
administered and that like should be treated a like. Article 
16 of the Constitution guarantees equality of opportunities 
for all citizens in matters relating to employment or 
appointment to any office under the State. What is 
guaranteed is the equality of opportunity. Like all other 
employers, Government is also entitled to pick and choose 
from amongst a large number of candidates, offering 
themselves for employment. But the selection process must 
not be arbitrary. The guarantee given by clause (a) of Article 
16 of the Constitution will cover (a) initial appointments, 
(b) promotions, (c) termination of employment (d) and 
matters relating to salary, periodical increments, leaves, 
gratuity, pension, age of superannuation etc. Matters 
relating to employment or appointments include all matters 
in relations to employment both prior and subsequent to 
the employment which are incidental to the employment 
and form part of the terms and conditions of such 
employment. 

14. Fundamental rights guaranteed by Article 14 
forbids class legislation, but does not forbid classification 
or differentiation which rests upon reasonable ground of 
discretion. Classification is the recognition of the relations, 
and in making it the Government must be allowed a wide 
latitude of discretion and judgment. In a way, the 
consequences of such classification would undoubtedly 
be to differentiate persons belonging to that class from 
others. The classification must be founded on an intelligible 
differentia which distinguishes persons or things that are 
grouped together from others left out of the group and the 
differentia must have a rational relation to the object sought 
to be achieved. Classification may be made according to 
the nature of persons, nature of business, and rhay be 
based with reference to time. 

1^. Concept of equality guaranteed by Article 16 
of the Constitution is some thing more than formal equality 
and enables the underprivileged groups to have a fair share 
by having more than equal chance and enables the State to 
give favoured treatment to those groups by achieving real 
equality with reference to social needs. ‘Protection 
discrimination’ enabled the State to adopt new strategy to 
bring underprivileged at par with the rest of the society, by 
providing all possible opportunities and incentives to them. 


Therefore a class may be allowed to have preferent'a! 
treatment in the matter relating to employment ur 
appointment. There cannot be rule of equality between 
members of separate and independent group of persons, 
Persons can be classified in different groups, based on in 
terms of nature of persons, nature of business and with 
reference to time. Therefore classification based cn 
experience or in relation to time for which canteen boys 
employed by the Committee had served, has a reasonable 
differentia. 

16. To claim equality with the aforesaid canteen 
boys, it was for the claimant to show that she stood on 
equal footing with them. Not even an iota of fact has been 
brought over the record by the claimant to show that she 
was at par with the aforesaid canteen boys. Circular was 
issued in 1991 to consider the case of the canteen boys, 
who served the bank for casual jobs also between L7-75 to 
31-7-88. The claimant claims to have served the Commiuee 
from 1989 to 1st June, 1995. Claimant fell in a different class 
than those canteen boys, who were considered for 
absorption in the services of the bank, on the strength ol 
the above circular. In such a situation it cannot be said that 
the claimant was discriminated when her services were not 
regularised by the bank. 

17. The Committee is not part and parcel of the 
bank. As detailed above it works for welfare of its 
employees. It is not an extension or branch of the bank, 
Consequently activities of the Committee cannot be 
considered as activities of the bank. Whether activities 
the Committee can be termed as an industry ? Answer lies 
in negative. The Committee arranges tea and snacks i'or its 
members and for that purpose engages a canteen boy. 
Except the canteen boy no other employee is engaged by 
the Committee. The image of industry or even quasi- 
industry is one of a plurality of workmen, not an isolated 
or single little assistant or attendant. The later category is 
more or lesslike personal avocation for livelihood taking 
some paid or part-time from another. To fall within the ambit 
of an industry the activity should be predominantly carried 
on by employment of organized labour force for production 
or distribution of goods, or for rendering material services 
to the community at large or a part of such community. 
Activities run by the Committee does not answer the 
ingredients of an “industry”. Hence activities run by the 
Committee can not be termed as an “Industry” within the 
meaning of clause (j) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes 
act, 1947, Law to this effect was laid by the Apex Court in 
Bangalore Water Supply and Sewerage Board (1978 Lab. 
1.C.778). 

18. In view of the reasons detailed above, Srnt. IL j 
Kumari cannot raise her eye-brows on the action ot the 
Committee when her services were disengaged on 2-6-95. 
This Tribunal dies not enjoy any jurisdiction to entertain 
adjudication of the dispute. She is not entitled to any relief. 
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An AwarJ accordingly, pa^scu. It be sent to the 
app5'Opri;iie (jovemmonl for pi-blfcaiion. 

DR. R. K.YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated : 26-2-2010 


FRLSENl' 


Presiding Oi lice-' 

For the appiics.ni 
For ‘he non-appli..'uU 


; Dr. ManjuNigam 
: Shri Ramavalar Agi awi? 
: Shri Alok Fatehpuna 


Date of AwarJ ; 12-3*2010 
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New Delhi, the 25tt’. March, 2010 

S.O. 950,—In pursuat ce of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government iicrcby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/ 2006) 
of the Centrai Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of The Bank of Rajasthan 
Ltd. and their wc^rkmen, received by the Central Government 
on 25-3-2010. 

[No. L-120l2/96/2005-IR(B-l)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, DeskOfficer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUIVI-COURT, JAIPUR 

Case No. CGrn8/06 

Reference No. L-12012/96/2005-1 R(B-() 

Dated; 15-12-2005 

The President 

Rajasthan (State) Bank Workers Orgnisation 
162, Gharw'ala jaon, Near Chima Bai sancheti School 
Pali Marwar (Rajasthan) 

V/s 

1. The Managing Director 
the Bank of Rajasthan Ltd. 

Central Office, C-3, Sardar Patel Marg, 

Jaipur (Rajasthan). 

2. The Assn. General Manager 
The Bank of Rajasthan Ltd. 

Regional Office, 

Bombay Motors Chowk, Chaupasni !<.oad, 

Jodhpur (Rajasthan). 


AWARD 

The Centr L ^ lovernmcnt in exercise of lije ;?owers 
conferred under clause *D’ of sub sectioii 2A of Sec Lon iO 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinalterrekrrsa! to 
as the Act) has retetred the following Indissirial Disnutes 
for adjudicatfon Lj this Tribunal which runs as ur^O'r: - 

“Whetlicr Lie action of the Assistant Deueral 
Manager of The i.>ank ofRa.jasthan Ltd. Regional Office 
Jodhpur in lerrausating the services of iis einpio> ae Shri 
Ram Avatar .AgiaVvai, Pradhan Rokadia, the iOmk of 
Rajasthan Ltd, by its penal order dated 20-6-2003, is iega! 
and justified ?' 

On the recuioi of the reference, notices io 0 uh the 
parties were issued. The applicant appeared on 21 -e-2006 
and take short time to file claim. On 6-6-2006 claim w'as 
fled. The facts staued in claim is that applicant organ i/ation 
is a representative organization of the bank einplovecs and 
the applicant'workn^an Shri Ramavalar .Agrawa! is a member 
of this aforesaid organization. Applicant was empiosed as 
a head cashier ir. the Ajmer branch of the Bank ui non- 
applicant. Ignoring all the rules and rcgulatioiis, fhe 
applicant was seivcd by a chargeshect by non-:;pnlican! 
no. 2 on 6-6-2001 and before serving the chargeshcet. I’on- 
applicant no, 2 vide order dated 1-6-2001 suspended the 
applicant w.e J'. 2 -6'2001. Reply was filed by apphciint on 
10-8-2001, but widiout considering the reply, an cuipuiry 
was instituted and enquiry' officer was appointed v;uc order 
dated 7-9-2001, Without giving an opportunity ot personal 
hearing to the applicant and without giving notice of 
termination, the applicant was penalised with htifciting 
the salary and oilier financial benefits. Against tcd.^ penal 
order appeal was filed which too was dismissed vide order 
dated 28-10-2003, U was further averred that the ordc: chued 
26-6-2003 and 28 -10-2003 was illegal and eonirai> io law. 
The whole proceeding was infact initialed to save the actual 
real culprit. Non-applicant no. 2 Shri UttamChand .lain had 
a personal rivalry with applicant’s brother in law late Shri 
Ramkishan Garg who was employed as a special Assistant 
in the Bank of Rajasthan Ltd, Byawar [branch. Sin; l ittam 
Chand Jain w'as then the Branch Manager. Mai!;« vuvil & 
criminal cases filed by Shri K.K. Garg, brother in ofthe 
applicant for irreui.ianlies committed by Sh Jain as Imanch 
Manager arc still pending. The applicant is an important 
witness in those cases, Shri Utlam Chand Jain on many 
times tried to inllucnce and pressurises the appiicunl to 
give an evidence in his favour to which he refused. 
Therefore, in order to take revenge and absolute lalse and 
baseless chargeshect was concocted in connivance with 
actual guilty cmph.yvee Shri Shyambihari Mathur. 
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In fact the whole equiry was conducted in a illegal 
manner and coniraiy lo principal natural justice. Therefore, 
the punishment order dated 26-6-2008 and the order dated 
28-10-2003 deserves to be set-aside as being unfair and 
illegal and he be entitled for all the financial and other 
benefits. An application was filed by both the parties to 
the effect that the matter has been compromised between 
the parties vide settlement dated 7-6-2008. That all disputes 
of the applicant has been settled. No demand is pending 
against the non-applicant. Therefore, he does not want to 
pursue with this reference and as such no dispute award 
may kindly be passed on the basis of the settlement, the 
settlement deed is also attached with the application. 

In view of the settlement arrived between the parties, 
the award is passed in terms of settlement dated 7-6-2008 
which will be the part of this Award. 

Lei a copy of the Award be sent to the Central 
(jovcrnmcni for publication under Section 17 (1) of the 
Act. 

DK. MANJIJ NIGAM, Presiding Officer 
^ 25 2010 

^.3TT. 951.—1947 { 1947 

^ 14) -^ ^qprr 17 ■q, ^^1^14^ 

‘4’ 

8/2008 ) y<=hlfvicl t, ^ ^<=hK 

^ 25-3-2010 

I m 73. T^-120I l/5/2008-3Tr^33R 1) ] 

aifqrol 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O. 951.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes .Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No.8/ 2008) 
of the Central Govemment Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, Brnakulam as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Catholic Syrian Bank 
Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Govemment 
on 25-3-2010. 

[F,No.L-12011/5/2008-!R(B-l)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN HIE GEN ERAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
rRIIHJNAIX:UM-lABOUR COURT, EUNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer 

(Wednesday the lOih day of March, 2010/19th Falguna, 
1931) 


LD. 8/2008 

Union : The General Secretary, 

Catholic Syrian Bank StaffAssociation, 
AIBEA House, Kalliath Royale Square, 
Palace Road, Thrissur (Kerala)- 680 020 

By Adv. Sri. Ranjith Thampan. 

Management; TheChainnan, 

Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd., 

Head Office, Thrissur (Kerala). 

By Adv. M/s. B. S. Krishnan Associates, 

This case coming up for hearing on 10-03-2010, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day passed the 
following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10 (1) (d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act challenging the settlement between 
management and unions. 

2. Though the parties entered appearance and filed 
their pleadings when the case was posted for evidence the 
union and the counsel remained absent continuously. There 
is no representation also for the union. In the circumstances 
it has to be presumed that there is no existing dispute for 
adjudication. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
settlement arrived at between the management and Catholic 
Syrian Bank Staff Federation under Section 12 (3) of l.D. 
Act is legal and justified and the union is not entitled for 
any relief 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 10th 
day of March, 2010. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

Appendix-Nil. 
^1^^,25^,2010 

W.3TT. 952.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ MR! 17 ^ 535737 ^ 

'SlRVrfjl ^ ^ 

33 ^^ 737^ dSdJftRF 

^R^F7»n, ^ (Tf^^ Ttor 35/2003 ) ^ y43lf^ 

^i^^^ 737^R?) 25-3-2010 83TI 

[m U R^-12012/l36/2003-33lf33R (^-1) J 

iw, ^7^ 33fR^ 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S.O, 952. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.35/ 2003) 
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of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
25-3-2010. 

[F.No. L-12012/136/2003-IR(B-l)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANIVEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, H JS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAUCUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 35 of 2003 
Industrial Dispute between - 

Sri Sanjai Saini, 

Son of Sri khuti Ram Saini, 

Resident of Mahavan, 

District Mathura 

And 

The Asssitant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zone no. 3, 

Zonal Office, 

Sanjai Place, 

Agra. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, MOL, vide notification No. 
L-12012/136/2003-IR (B- l)dated 30-9-03, has referred the 
following dispute for adjudication to this tribunal- 

2. KYA SAHAYAK MAHA PRANABDHAK, 
BHARTIYA STATE BANK, AGRA DWARA KARMKAR 
SRI SANJAI SAINI ATMAJ SRI KUTI RAM SAINIKI 
MESSENGER KE PAD SE DINANK 18-6-2001SE SEWA 
SAMAPTKIYA JANANYAYOCHIT HAWADINAHI TO 
SAMBANDHIT KARMKAR KIS ANUTOSH KA 
HAQDARHAI? 

3. Briefly stated facts of the case are that the 
claimant Sri Sanjai Saini has filed his claim statement, 
alleging that he was appointed on 2-5-94, on the post of 
messenger at the rate of Rs. 500 as salary by the opposite 
party department at Sri Krishna Janmsthan Mathura. During 
posting every type of work including messenger stitching 
of note packets, pasting of stickers, preparation of vouchers 
and giving and taking of ledger and books from one place 
to other and such other type of works were being taken 
fi’om him. He was being asked to write day book etc. The 
work which was being taken from him has been shown in 
the chat filed along with the claim statement besides 
messenger post. Therefore, he continued to work for more 
than 240-days in a year but he was not given the post of 
messenger and the salary accordingly. Finding no 


alternative he moved an application before ALC Mathura 
on 30-3-2000 where the opposite parly challenges the 
authority of the ALC Mathura regarding jurisdiction. 
Getting annoyed opposite party did not allow him to work 
with effect from 18-6-01, though the day book on that day 
was written by him. Therefore, the action of the opposite 
party in removing him from service with effect from 18-6- 
2001 is unjust, unlawful and mala-fide and against the unfair 
labour practice. 

4. Opposite party has filed written statement and 
the Opposite party has emphatically denied the claim of 
the claimant. It is stated that the claimant was never 
appointed on 2-5-94 by AGM or any other officer as 
messenger at banks Sri Krishna Janmsthan at Mathura and 
he wasnever paid Rs.500 per month as salary. No such 
type of work as alleged by the claimant like preparing note 
bundles or putting up levels or stickers or vouchers or 
caiTying book or ledgers or biding or filing vouchers etc or 
carrying of cash box were used to be taken from him either 
orally or othervise. It is wrong to say that he was asked to 
write day books to prepare statements etc. He had never 
worked for 240 days or more, he had never been an employee 
in any capacity in the branch. Applicant is a hardened sort 
of litigant. He has been involving the bank in similar 
litigation earlier. It is stated that a canteen is run by Local 
implementation Committee (in short to be referred LIC) at 
Sri Krishna Janmbhumi Mathura Branch at State Bank of 
India, Mathura (referred to be janmsthan). The said canteen 
which is run for providing certain amenities in the branch 
have staff strength of less than 100 employee is non- 
statutory, non-recognized canteen because there is no 
statutory provision. The employees of such canteen are 
not under the control of bank and their appointments are 
not governed by any rules framed by SBI. Bank enjoys 
have no control over the canteen boys. In such capacity 
no question arises for making the payment from the bank. 
The canteen boy works only in canteen. Therefore, there is 
no legal force in the allegations of the claimant and he is 
unnecessarily harassing the bank and the claim petition is 
liable to be rejected with cost. 

5. Claimant has filed certain papers along with his 
statement of claim, paper no. 5/21 is a letter dated 3 0-3-2000 
written by claimant to Labour Minister, paper no. 5/23 of 
2000 is a letter issued by ALC to the claimant, paper no.5/ 
24 another letter written by claimant to ALC Mathura, paper 
no.5/25 another letter written by claimant to ALC Mathura, 
dated 19-6-01. Oposite party has filed annexure A 
photocopy of letter issued by ALC Mathura to the Branch 
Manager SBI dated 25-5-2000 and reply by branch Manager 
SBI to ALC Mathura dated 29-5-2000 which is annexure D, 
another annexure D is also filed by the opposite party 
written by AGM SBI before ALC (C) Kanpur. 

6 . Both the parties have adduced oral evidence. 
Claimant has adduced himself as a witness W.W.l Sanjai 
Saini. 
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is the inspection report submitted by the claimant. 1 le slated 


7. Opposite party has adduced two witnesses 
M.W.l Sri A. K. Jain Branch Manager, SDI Mathura and 
MW. 2 Sri G. C. Tandon retired Branch Manager, SBl 
Agra, 

8 . 1 perused the record and the evidence, heard 
the parties at length and considered the circumstances. 
My findings are given below :— 

9 . 1'hc only short question to be decided according 
to reference and the claim petition is whether the claimant 
had ever been appointed or engaged by the opposite party 
on the post of messenger on 2-5-94 or he had worked for 
240 days or more in a calendar year preceding the date of 
termination. 

10. M.W. I Sri Jain and M.W.2 Sri Tandon have 
specifically stated that the claimant had never been 
engaged or employed in the SBl Branch at Janmsthan 
Mathura on the post of messenger on 2-5-94. There is no 
relationship of employer and employee and no work was 
ever taken from him by the bank as messenger or in any 
other capacity like carrying out bank records, ledger books, 
preparing of bundles of note and writing day book etc. 
They stated on oath that he was engages by. the canteen 
staff as a canteen boy, but there is no control of the bank 
over the canteen, He was never paid either salary or 
otherwise from the exchequer of the bank. 

11. I have examined the evidence of W.W. I. He 
admitted in the cross that whatever the amount he was 
being paid that was paid in the name of the canteen. He 
stated that he was appointed in the branch of the bank and 
he does not know whether there was any canteen running 
at the branch, but his statement on this point does not 
appear to be true. Calmant himself has filed certain papers. 
Paper no. 5/21 dated 30-3-2000 is a letter written by the 
claimant to the labour Minister wherein he has specifically 
admitted that he was appointed in SBl Janamsthan branch 
as a canteen boy and he used to get Rs.500, This is a fact 
that there is no post of canteen boy in the branch. Now he 
is claiming that he was appointed at the post of messenger. 
There is another letter written by him paper no. 5/24 to 
ALC Mathura wherein he stated that all the canteen boys 
had been made permanent. It shows that he was engaged 
in the canteen and not in the bank. He admitted that no 
appointment letter was issued to him. He admitted that he 
knows that if there is any vacancy of messenger then 
there is a publication in the news paper but he did not see 
any such publication. He never gave any application to 
the bank. He was never paid regularly in the bank. He also 
knows that there is a board for the appointment in the bank 
and the branch manager does not have any power to recruit 
any person in subordinate cadre. 

12 . Much emphasis has been given by the learned 
authorized representative for the workman that ihere had 
been a joint inspection and both the parties have submitted 
their reports of joint inspection separately. Paper I6/1-16/4 


that there were certain papers in the bank like day book 
dated 19-7-99 which is written by the claimant. Me also 
stated that there are certain entries on page no. 165, 166 
and 167 respectively are in the hand writing ol the claimant. 
Whereas, opposite party has denied it. If claimant was 
sure that these papers were written by the claimant then 
during evidence it was incumbent upon the claimant to call 
for the records In the court and gave evidence in this regard 
but no such record was produced in the court and the 
court cannot take any cognizance in the absence of the 
specific record. 

13. It is contended by the A.K. of the opposite 
party that the claimant has claimed that he has been 
appointed by the branch manager, whereas in the reference 
order he has shown that he has been icnninalcd by the 
AGMSBl. 

14. From the evidence it has been found and 
established that there is no relationship of employer and 
employee and the claimant has never been appointed by 
the opposite party branch on 2-5-94, whereas this fact 
appears to be true that the claimant has been engaged in a 
canteen as a canteen boy. 

15. Opposite party has alleged that there is no 
control direct or otherwise of the bank over the canteen. 
They have placed reliance upon a decision 2000 LAB l.C. 
1481 Supreme Court in between SBl and other versus Stale 
Bank of India Canteen Employes Union and others. 

16. In this case the Hon’ble Apex Court specifically 
held-that the employees of canteen run by Local 
Implementation Committee cannot claim to be absorbed as 
employees of bank as the canteen run by LlC are non 
statutory canteens. I respectfully agree with the law 
propounded by the Hon’ble Apex Court (supra). 

17. I have also considered the point whether the 
claimant has worked for 240 days or more. 1 hough there is 
no necessity of considering this point as it has already 
been found above that he had never been employed by the 
bank. But it is also the contention of the opposite parly 
that the claimant has never slated in his siatcincnl that he 
had worked for 240 days continuously in a year preceding 
the date of termination. Therefore, this contention of the 
claimant also does not carry any force. 

18. Burden of proof lies on the claimant. He has 
not been able to discharge this burden. 

19. Therefore, considering all the facts and 
circumstances and record ot the case, I am ol the view that 
the action of the opposite part is held to be legal and 
justified. Consequently the claimant is not entitled for any 
relief and accordingly reference is decided against the 
claimant and in favour of the opposite party. 

Dated: 12-03-10 

P vM PARKASI I, Presiding Officer 
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S.O. 954.—In exercise of the powers confen ed by 
sub-section (3 ) nf Section I of the Lniplo}Cvs' State 


1948 (1948 

^ 34) ^ ^4RT- I ^ ^ (3) WJ ?Tf^' ^ 

Wm. I 2010 ^ 

cTlfm ^ 2^ If' f^PTrT K, T'jffLFl ^ 
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2 RRT kiRmi 

196 
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New Delhi, !he29ih March, 2010 


S.O, 953.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the Isl April, 2010 as the dale on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and 
Chaptcr-V and Vi (except Sub-Section (i) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force) ol the said Act shall come into force in the 
(bilowing areas in the State of PuJijab namely:- 


SI.No. Name of 
the Village 

I lad Bast 

No. 

Tehsil 

Disinct 

1 

Mehraj Patti 

193 

Rainpura 

Bhatinda 


Kaiamchand 


Phool 


2 

Lchra Mohabal 196 

13hatinda 

Bhaiinda 


[No,S-38013/12/2010-S.S,l[ 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 


29 ^1^, 2010 

^.34T. 954,—1948 (1948 

^ 34) ^ j ^ ^ mT-(3) mr m 

WT md wmiT. urTTgRT I 20 1 0 cT4 

^ mm I, w 

(44 m 45 mr ^ m wjji i\ mm I) 
3Ti7TP4-5 m 6 (mT-76 i ; mi-77, 78. 

79 mk 81 m fmm m m 441 f) % 

mm m k uqm #1 , : 

' ‘ sFr/mmr m 3TFt mm m ••-mwem k rtoy 

Tmm mm m m 3fmrtTT kpmfmTTR' ’ 


Insurance Act, \ ‘>-!8 (34 of 1948) the Ceniral (i-.-vet i'urivnt 
hereby appoints tK' isl April, 20)0 as the daic do a inch 
the provisions ofC/hapier IV (except Sections -w and 45 
which have aiicady been brought into Itncj) aiid 
Chapler-V and M {except sub-section (ilofScciitm 76 and 
Sections 77,78,49 and 81 which have already bcoo brought 
into force) of tn.e said Act shall come into ((.'rec in the 
following area.' n» iIjc Slate of Tripura namely; 

" Ajeas under Agartala iails within Bodhiungnagar 
under Mohanpur revenue circle in Aganala’"- 

[No.S-38013/l3/2oiO-S.S.li 
S. D.XAVILR, Under Secy. 

m 29 mm. 2010 

mT..3?T. 955.—mkmR)4FHt#Rl i V4.S (1948 

mi 34) mr -i m) ^ mRi-'(3) wi vitmim mi 

mm fT, dkmm mmR i smm, 2010 mi ^ 
cTRk^ m ^-q k fqmr mmt t, fmtrmi TmT ^ 

3TW1-4 (44 45 m{r m fmm ^ qmrn k Tfd m "rm) t) 
5 mu () (mm:76 mtmq mu-{\) m mo - 77 , 78, 
79 ^TR 8! m fuAPI mi mi mi mi 'fuit t ; m 

ufmmi mmei wm m m urm #!, : 

‘ ‘ kq m fbruTikm ^ u -sfirnmi rui k 
■cram^m, rnmoifi URT54, Tmmmnmc sfk 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 955, —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the ['mployees' Slate 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Ceniral Governmenl 
hereby appuiinu the Isl April, 2010 as the date .ui which 
the provisions n! C hapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have airv-ady been brought into I'orcc) and 
Chapter V and VI (except sub-section (1 ) ofSecticn-, 76 and 
SnciioiA 7?, 74. . 9 and 8) which,have already be-, n b'ought 
into imec) o\' ihe said Act shall come into uu , c in the 
!b! lowing areas in the State of West Bengal nan’ Uy;- 

" jAacndcU .Area ol Mc/ia Areacomprlsi.e: Mou/as 
of 1 iuiaio.ni Mnchbandha, Bcnagan. Durlavpur. 
Nidbiranipitf. Nandanpur. Ramkrishnapur and ! araoLir 
District Ikuuuim ” 

[No. S-380!3/j4 '20;0-S S. Ij 
S. D.XAVILR, Under Secy. 
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